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Introduction 

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FOR 

US 98 AT THE ENTRANCE TO HURLBURT FIELD 

Pursuant to the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations for implementing 
procedural provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) ( 40 Code of Federal 
Regulations [CFR] 1500-1508), and the U.S. Air Force's Environmental Impact Analysis 
Process (EIAP) as effectuated by 32 CFR Part 989, Okaloosa County with support from the Air 
Force, Hurlburt Field, and the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) has conducted an 
Environmental Assessment (EA) to identify and assess probable environmental consequences for 
the construction and operation of a proposed new interchange at U.S. Highway 98/State Road 
(SR) 30 and Cody A venue intersection located at the main gate entrance to Hurlburt Field in 
Okaloosa County, Florida. The EA is incorporated by reference into this finding. 

Background 

This project is the continuation of a Project Development and Environmental (PD&E) study that 
was conducted in 2003 by HDR Engineering, Inc., under contract with Okaloosa County, 
Florida, to examine various interchange alternatives at the US 98/SR 30 access to Hurlburt Field, 
Florida. The PD&E study was conducted in cooperation with the FDOT and Hurlburt Field. An 
Enterprise Florida, Inc. (EFI) Florida Infrastructure Grant funded the PD&E study. 

Purpose and Need for the Proposed Action (EA Section 1.4, pages 1-6 to 1-7): 

The purpose for reconstructing and reconfiguring the existing intersection of US 98 and Cody 
A venue, which leads to the main gate at Hurlburt Field, is to provide increased capacity to 
improve the operation of the interchange/intersection by providing an adequate traffic level of 
service in the future (reduce traffic delays and congestion) and improve access to Hurlburt Field 
by reducing response times for personnel living off base, which will subsequently enhance 
safety. The need for the intersection improvements at US 98 and Cody Avenue has previously 
been defined in other project studies completed by Okaloosa County and FDOT, with extensive 
coordination with Hurlburt Field to include the evaluation of various alternatives. The needs for 
these improvements have been recognized for many years and the current roadway is congested 
even without emergency situations. Needs identified in the EA include, but are not limited to, 
reducing delays to motorists at the intersection, reducing the likelihood of base-bound motorists 
blocking the through lanes on US 98, and extending the distance that personnel can live from 
Hurlburt Field by reducing the travel times and the response times for base personnel during 
mission activities and potential security situations. 

Proposed Action and Alternative Actions (EA Section 2.2- 2.5, pages 2-4 to 2-12): 

For this EA, eight build alternatives as well as two alternatives that would not involve 
construction (namely, Transportation System Management [TSM] and the No Build alternative) 
were reviewed against the defined Purpose and Need and the potential impacts were compared to 
each other. Five of the ten alternatives (identified as Alternatives A through D and the No Build) 
were carried forward for further analysis. The other five alternatives did not meet the defined 
Purpose and Need and were eliminated from further analysis. In summary, the four actions and 
one no action alternative brought forward in this assessment include the following: 



• Alternative A: Single Point Urban Interchange with US 98 over Cody A venue 

• Alternative B: Single Point Urban Interchange with Cody Avenue over US 98 

• Alternative C: Tight Urban Diamond Interchange with US 98 over Cody Avenue 

• Alternative D: Tight Urban Diamond Interchange with Cody Avenue over US 98 

• No Build Alternative 

Description of Proposed Action (Alternative A) (EA Section 2.5.1, pages 2-15 to 2-24): 

Alternative A: Single Point Urban Interchange with US 98 over Cody A venue has been 
identified as the Proposed Action and would address the Purpose and Need of the project in the 
following areas: 

• Maximize traffic operational efficiency or the level of service (LOS) 

• Improve safety and reduce traffic hazards 

• Minimize the loss of usable property 

• A void direct and indirect environmental impacts to the maximum extent practicable 

The Okaloosa-Walton Transportation Planning Organization (TPO) adopted its 2025 Long 
Range Transportation Plan on June 21, 2001. On August 22, 2002, the TPO voted to amend the 
2025 Cost Feasible Plan to include an interchange at the main gate to Hurlburt Field (Cody 
Avenue) and US 98. As of2010, this project is one ofthe top priorities for Okaloosa County, the 
FDOT, and Hurlburt Field as well as the surrounding community. Therefore, this project would 
be consistent with Okaloosa County's local transportation plan by accommodating traffic 
circulation and access needs to Hurlburt Field. 

Other benefits of the Single Point Urban Interchange include providing larger turning radii for 
vehicles like trucks and buses, moving more traffic through a smaller amount of space, and 
building a new interchange without the need for significant additional right of way (ROW). 

Construction of the Proposed Action would require approximately 4. 9 acres (2.2 acres on the 
north side of US 98 and 2. 7 acres on the south side of US 98) of federally owned property at 
Hurlburt Field. Additionally, a temporary construction easement would be required on 2.4 acres 
(1.2 acres on the north side of US 98 and 1.2 acres on the south side of US 98) of federally 
owned property at Hurlburt Field. 

The Proposed Action would have the least amount of impacts to federally owned property at 
Hurlburt Field and would also have the least amount of impacts to wetlands. Preliminary 
estimates of the total construction costs for the Proposed Action are $13,025,923. 

Summary of Environmental Consequences 

Air Quality (EA Section 4.1.1, pages 4-2 to 4-3): Construction of the proposed interchange 
would result in temporary, localized emissions associated with vehicle and equipment exhaust as 
well as dust and debris from grading and paving. The Proposed Action will actually have a 
positive impact on air quality relative to the No Build alternative, as it will contribute to the 
general improvement of air quality in the proposed project area since US 98 through traffic 
would not have to stop at the intersection. 

Geological Resources (EA Section 4.1.2, page 4-4): The topography along the Proposed Action 
corridor would be affected by removing some elevation in some areas and filling in lower areas. 
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The topography would be insignificantly affected during construction and not impacted after 
construction. No seismic impacts would occur as a result of constructing and operating the 
Proposed Action. Although the potential for soil erosion during construction is low, wind erosion 
during construction could be substantial during dry periods. 

Water Resources (EA Section 4.1.3, pages 4-5 to 4-6): There would be minor impacts to surface 
waters from sedimentation originating during construction. There would be an increase in the 
amount of stormwater runoff due to the increase in the amount of impervious surfaces due to the 
Proposed Action. As a result, there would be an increase in runoff to the ditches and the 
stormwater management ponds. The Proposed Action will extend parallel and adjacent to the 
floodplain boundary that occurs along Hume Drive. The additional ROW required for the real 
estate easement will traverse 0.01 acre of 1 00-year floodplain. However, no encroachment from 
construction is expected. One of the existing stormwater ponds is located within FEMA Flood 
Zone AE (1 00-year). 

Biological Resources (EA Section 4.1.4, pages 4-7 to 4-8): Impacts to biological resources from 
the Proposed Action would result primarily from tree clearing and grading activities associated 
with the construction of the interchange. The effect of the Proposed Action on vegetation in the 
immediate vicinity of the proposed project area is considered adverse, but not significant, since it 
would not reduce plant populations below self-sustaining levels. Any impacts to the local 
wildlife species and habitats would be minimal under the Proposed Action as existing 
development and surrounding land use in the proposed project area has fragmented the natural 
corridors and the associated wildlife movement potential. Because of this disturbance, typically 
only wildlife tolerant of human activity would remain in the proposed project area. Impacts to 
threatened or endangered species, species proposed to be eligible for such classifications, or 
critical habitats are not anticipated as a result of the Proposed Action. 

Wetlands (EA Section 4.1.5, pages 4-9 to 4-1 0): Under the Proposed Action, no wetlands in the 
proposed project area would be affected. Since the proposed alignment is located along the 
existing corridor, the stability and quality of these wetland systems would not be significantly 
impacted and, based on current best management practices and the requirement of stormwater 
management structures, the potential contribution of secondary and/or cumulative impacts to the 
wetland systems should have no short- or long-term adverse effects. 

Noise (EA Section 4.1.6, pages 4-11 to 4-12): The Proposed Action will not cause substantial 
noise level increases at any of the identified noise sensitive sites. 

Cultural Resources (EA Section 4.1.7, page 4-13): No archeological sites or standing structures 
potentially eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places were found during a 
Phase I Cultural Resources survey. Because of the proposed project location and/or nature, it is 
unlikely that any such sites would be present. 

Hazardous Materials and Wastes Management (EA Section 4.2, pages 4-14 to 4-15): 
Construction of the Proposed Action will involve the use of hazardous materials, and generation 
of hazardous and solid wastes, but impacts will be insignificant. All handling, storing, 
transporting, and disposing of hazardous materials will be in accordance with applicable federal 
and state regulations. 

Socioeconomic and Environmental Justice (EA Sections 4.3.1 and 4.3.2, pages 4-15 to 4-16): 
There will be short-term beneficial impacts to local employment, income, and the construction 
economy, and no impacts to population. There will be no environmental justice impacts as a 
result of the Proposed Action. 
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Land Use and Aesthetics (EA Section 4.3.3, page 4-17): The majority of the Proposed Action 
lies within the existing US 98 ROW and a majority of the surrounding area is federally owned 
property at Hurlburt Field. The Proposed Action would be considered insignificant given the 
amount of lands already included in the existing right-of-way. 

Transportation (EA Section 4.3.4, pages 4-18 to 4-19): Insignificant short-term impacts to 
traffic will occur during construction activities. The completed Proposed Action would provide 
a beneficial traffic impact to the area at the US 98 and Cody Road interchange by alleviating the 
current congestion at the intersection improving safety, and allowing Hurlburt Field personnel 
easier access to the installation. 

Utilities (EA Section 4.3.5, page 4-20): There would be very limited interruptions in services as a 
result of the Proposed Action. Services in close proximity to residential or commercial areas 
would be temporarily impacted by scheduled interruptions in service as a result of construction 
activities. These actions will be coordinated to have very limited interruptions in service to the 
public or operations on Hurlburt Field. 

Cumulative Impacts (EA Sections 4.6 & 4.7, pages 4-21 to 4-25): No significant cumulative 
impacts are projected to occur based on the Proposed Action and other reasonably foreseeable 
projects in the project area. The Proposed Action would improve the transportation efficiency 
and capacity in the area, and benefit the overall transportation network. Future actions in the area 
include the Hurlburt Visitor Control Center and a potential new corridor through Eglin AFB 
from SR 87 in Santa Rosa County to US 331 in Walton County. These projects along with the 
other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions discussed in EA Section 2.6 have 
been or will be assessed under separate NEP A documents. 

Plans, Permits, and Management Actions (EA Section 5.0, pages 5-1 to 5-3): The proponent 
has committed to obtaining and complying with the plans, permits, and management actions 
associated with the Proposed Action. 

Consultation, Coordination, and Public Involvement (EA Section 6.0, pages 6-1 to 6-2 and 
Appendices A & B): 

Copies of the Draft EA and Draft FONSI were advertised in the Northwest Florida Daily News 
on Friday, 16 July 2010 and made available for rev1ew on the web at 
http://www2.hurlburt.afmil/library/index.asp under the "Hurlburt Field Environmental 
Documents" link from Friday, 16 July 2010 through Monday, 30 August 2010. Each of the 
public libraries in Fort Walton Beach located at 185 SE Miracle Strip Parkway and Mary Esther 
located at 100 Hollywood Boulevard, had computers available to the general public and 
librarians who can provide assistance linking to the document. 

No public comments on the Draft EA and FONSI were received over the 45-day comment 
period. 

Results from the 2003 PD&E Study Public Involvement Program: 

Presentations were made regarding the proposed project to the following entities: 

• Okaloosa Board of County Commissioners on November 19, 2002 

• Okaloosa-Walton Transportation Planning Organization (TPO) Citizens Advisory 
Committee on November 21, 2002 

• TPO Technical Coordinating Committee on November 21, 2002 
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• TPO Board on November 21,2002 

• Representatives of HDR Engineering, Inc. gave an informational presentation to the 
Mayor and City Council ofthe City of Mary Esther on December 30, 2002. 

A public information meeting ("workshop") was held at the Soundside Club at Hurlburt Field on 
January 23, 2003, from 5:30 to 7:00 PM. It was advertised in advance in both the Northwest 
Florida Daily News and the Destin Log. In addition, all property owners located within or near 
the proposed project area were notified by mail in advance of the meeting. 

A presentation was also given to the Eglin Encroachment Committee on February 13, 2003. 

On December 18, 2003, a Public Hearing was held from 6:00 PM to 7:00 PM at the Florosa 
Elementary School. The Public Hearing was advertised in advance in the Northwest Florida 
Daily News. In addition, all property owners located within or near the proposed project area 
were notified by mail in advance of the meeting. 

An advertisement was published in the Northwest Florida Daily News on October 15, 2003, 
announcing the availability of the Draft EA for review and comment. A copy of the Draft EA 
was placed at the Mary Esther Library from October 15, 2003 through November 15, 2003: No 
written comments were received by mail or e-mail. 

Copies of the Draft EA were also provided to the following agencies: Florida Department of 
Transportation, Florida State Clearinghouse; U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville 
District; U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, Panama City, Florida; and 
the U.S EPA, Region 4, Water Management Division. Copies of correspondence received from 
the Florida State Clearinghouse and the Fish and Wildlife Service are included in Appendix B. 

Finding of No Significant Impact 

In accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality regulations implementing the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended, and the Environmental Impact Analysis Process, 
32 CFR 989, an assessment of the identified environmental effects has been prepared for the 
proposed new interchange at the US 98 and Cody A venue intersection located at the main gate 
entrance to Hurlburt Field in Okaloosa County, Florida. The Air Force concludes that the 
Proposed Action, as determined by Okaloosa County, will have no significant impacts on the 
quality of the human environment; thus, an Environmental Impact Statement is not warranted. 

CLAUDE V. FULLER, JR., Colonel, USAF 
Director, Installations and Mission Support 
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1.0 PURPOSE AND NEED 

1.1 INTRODUCTION 

This Environmental Assessment (EA) examines the potential environmental impacts resulting 
from the construction of a proposed new interchange at U.S. Highway (US) 98/State Road (SR) 
30 and Cody Avenue intersection located at the main gate entrance to Hurlburt Field in Okaloosa 
County, Florida (see Figures 1.3-1 and 1.3-2). US 98 is the major east-west arterial along the 
Gulf of Mexico and connects the Fort Walton Beach area with Panama City to the east and 
Pensacola to the west. The highway is a four-lane principal arterial from Pensacola to Panama 
City. This EA defines the Purpose and Need for the project, describes the Proposed Action and 
alternatives, identifies the preferred alignment for the interchange, and evaluates the potential 
environmental impacts resulting from the Proposed Action and alternatives (to include the No 
Action (No Build) alternative), as well as any applicable management actions, mitigation 
measures, and best management practices (BMPs) that would avoid or minimize environmental 
impacts. 

This EA has been prepared in accordance with the requirements of the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 (42 United States Code [U.S.C.] 4321 et seq.), the Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations of 1978 (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 1500-
1508), and the Air Force’s Environmental Impact Analysis Process (EIAP) (32 CFR 989). The 
environmental analysis contained within the EA will determine if there are significant impacts 
requiring preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). If impacts are not significant, 
a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) will be prepared. 

1.2 BACKGROUND 

The US 98 and Cody Avenue location has been included in several regional corridor studies and 
coordination between Hurlburt Field, Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT), Eglin Air 
Force Base (AFB), and Okaloosa County. This interchange location is an important connection 
to the local transportation system serving local citizens commuting to and from Hurlburt Field, 
work, and school and traveling to and from shopping and recreational activities, and as a part of 
east-west hurricane evacuation route, serving southern Okaloosa County. 

In 2003, a Project Development and Environmental (PD&E) study was conducted to examine 
various interchange alternatives at the US 98 entrance to Hurlburt Field, Florida. The PD&E 
process is specified by the FDOT for new road development and meets all federal and state 
requirements for new road construction and environmental impacts pursuant to NEPA. The 
purpose of the study was to find a solution that would alleviate traffic congestion at the entrance 
to Hurlburt Field’s main gate. The PD&E study was performed for Okaloosa County, Florida on 
behalf of the Department of the Air Force (Air Force) and was conducted in cooperation with the 
FDOT and Hurlburt Field. An Enterprise Florida, Inc. (EFI) Florida Infrastructure Grant funded 
the PD&E Study. 
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During the 2003 PD&E study, it was documented that the No Build alternative did not solve any 
of the existing traffic problems. It was also identified that an alternative interchange was 
necessary to provide adequate traffic capacity (HDR, 2010c). In 2008, the intersection at US 98 
and Cody Avenue was improved to include additional turn lanes to handle the increased traffic 
demand. Dual lefts were added on US 98, east-bound, into the main gate and south-bound dual 
rights leaving the main gate, west-bound, onto US 98. However, the existing configuration is 
inadequate to handle current traffic demand as the level of service (LOS) is LOS F in the PM 
peak period.  Intersection LOS can be used to describe the ability of an intersection to meet 
traffic demands. Much like a student's report card, LOS is represented by the letters "A" through 
"F", with "A" generally representing the most favorable driving conditions and "F" representing 
the least favorable (or the intersection is over capacity). 

As an update to the 2003 PD&E study, Okaloosa County has initiated this EA to determine a 
solution that satisfies the objectives of Hurlburt Field’s traffic issues at the main gate entrance as 
well as the local and regional communities’ transportation network. The proposed improvements 
would accommodate the projected increases in traffic by providing an adequate LOS by reducing 
traffic delays and congestion, improving safety, and preventing traffic congestion from affecting 
the gate operation on Cody Avenue (north of the intersection). Without these improvements and 
with a projected significant increase in the average annual daily traffic (AADT), the congestion 
in this region will continue to deteriorate the capacity of US 98 below an unacceptable LOS. 
Therefore, an interchange at this location is proposed in order to relieve these problems. 

1.3 LOCATION OF PROPOSED ACTION 

The proposed project area is located at the intersection of US 98 and Cody Avenue, which leads 
to the main gate at Hurlburt Field, on the southern boundary of Hurlburt Field.  The proposed 
project area, within Okaloosa County, lies approximately 6 miles west of Fort Walton Beach, 
Florida, 30 miles east of Pensacola, Florida, and 11 miles west of the Eglin AFB main complex.  
Hurlburt Field comprises 6,600 acres and lies within the Eglin AFB complex; the airfield and 
most of the installation lies immediately north of US 98.  A narrow strip of land south of US 98, 
extending to the north shore of Santa Rosa Sound, contains family housing and recreation 
facilities (Okaloosa County, 2004).  Figure 1.3-1 illustrates the general location of the project, 
while Figure 1.3-2 is a portion of an aerial photograph illustrating features at the proposed 
project area. 
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1.4 PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION 

The purpose of the EA is to determine the feasibility of reconstructing and reconfiguring the 
existing intersection of US 98 and Cody Avenue, which leads to the main gate at Hurlburt Field.  
The proposed project would achieve the following: 

• Increase capacity and improve access to Hurlburt Field 

• Improve the operation of the interchange/intersection 

• Enhance safety 

Specifically, the proposed project would improve the US 98 Hurlburt Field entrance, provide an 
adequate traffic level of service in the future (reduce traffic delays and congestion), improve 
safety, and reduce response times for personnel living off base. 

The general objective of this EA is to provide documented information necessary for Okaloosa 
County, Hurlburt, the Air Force, and the FDOT to reach a decision on the type, design, and 
location of the proposed improvements to the US 98 and Cody Avenue intersection.  The EA 
includes the preliminary engineering (conceptual design) and environmental analysis necessary 
for the proposed intersection improvements (HDR, 2010c).  

Hurlburt Field is home to the Headquarters of the Air Force Special Operations Command 
(AFSOC) and to the 1st Special Operations Wing (1 SOW).  Over the past several years, AFSOC 
and 1 SOW personnel numbers have increased in response to changing global events.  Hurlburt 
Field is now the eighth-largest Air Force base in the United States in terms of personnel.  In 
connection with AFSOC’s mission, Hurlburt Field also hosts an average of more than 10,000 
transient personnel per year, with an average stay of one or two weeks; most of these visitors are 
housed in contract quarters off-base.  Due to land constraints at Hurlburt Field, an estimated two-
thirds of its military personnel are housed off of Hurlburt Field, either at Eglin AFB or in nearby 
towns.  At the same time, Fort Walton Beach and the other communities surrounding Hurlburt 
Field have experienced rapid growth in permanent residents, both civilians and military retirees.  
As Hurlburt Field expands its activities and services, installation personnel and their families, 
along with local military retirees, will access Hurlburt Field more frequently.  Seasonal tourism 
and the absence of local mass transit further contribute to traffic congestion.  The Okaloosa 
County road improvement program has not been able to keep pace with this growth (HDR, 
2010a). 

Existing AADT along US 98 varies from approximately 38,500 vehicles per day (VPD) east of 
Cody Avenue to approximately 47,000 VPD west of Cody Avenue.  Estimated AADT on Cody 
Avenue range from approximately 1,600 VPD south of US 98 to approximately 8,500 VPD north 
of US 98.  The traffic pattern is directional, with the east-bound traffic heaviest in the AM peak 
period, and the west-bound traffic heaviest in the PM peak period.  As one would expect, traffic 
is heavy entering Hurlburt Field in the morning, and heavy leaving in the afternoon (HDR, 
2010a). 
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Traffic is expected to increase approximately 32 percent to a projected traffic volume of 
approximately 62,000 VPD west of Cody Avenue between 2010 and 2032.  This equates to an 
annual average increase of about 2.03 percent for this 22-year period.  During this time period, 
traffic on Cody Avenue north of US 98 is expected to increase 0.61 percent per year (HDR, 
2010a). 

LOS, as described in Section 1.2, can be used to describe the ability of a roadway or intersection 
to meet traffic demands.  Similar to a grade in school, LOS A is the best and suggests the free 
flow of traffic, while LOS F is the worst and indicates inadequate service.  The acceptable 
minimum for urban facilities is LOS D.  The existing LOS for the intersection of US 98 and 
Cody Avenue is estimated to be LOS C in the morning peak period and LOS F in the afternoon 
peak period, based on the existing 2010 directional design hour volumes.  LOS F indicates that 
the intersection is operating unacceptably (HDR, 2010a). 

A total of 100 crashes were reported on US 98 for the section one mile both east and west of the 
main gate entrance to Hurlburt Field during the period of January 2004 through December 2009.  
This equates to an annual average of 20.0 crashes per year.  Of the total 100 crashes that 
occurred, 60 (60 percent) of those were related to the entrance of Hurlburt Field along US 98.  A 
total of 86 injuries and 1 fatality occurred during this period.  This is an average of 17 injuries 
and 0.2 fatalities each year.   Of the total 86 injuries, 55 (64 percent) were directly related to the 
Hurlburt Field entrance along US 98 (HDR, 2003a).  As the AADT volume increases over time, 
there is a high probability that the total number of accidents may increase.  An improved 
interchange that increases capacity and improves operations would be expected to reduce the 
frequency and severity of traffic crashes occurring at the intersection (HDR, 2010a).   

An interchange at the main gate to Hurlburt Field on Cody Avenue and US 98, if constructed, 
would substantially reduce delays to motorists at the intersection, reduce the likelihood of base-
bound motorists blocking the through lanes on US 98, and extend the distance that personnel can 
live from Hurlburt Field by reducing the travel times. It could also reduce the response times for 
base personnel during security alerts (HDR, 2010c).   

Due to the unique mission characteristics of AFSOC and the 1 SOW, Hurlburt Field’s move to 
staggered work hours has done little to alleviate the congestion problem.  During periods of 
mobility preparations or increased alert, when most military personnel (and many civilians) must 
be present (often with little advance warning), traffic backups occur that could delay or 
compromise mobility operations.  Consequently, a project is needed to improve access and 
traffic flow at the US 98 entrance to Hurlburt Field (HDR, 2010a). 
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1.5 RELEVANT ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 

As a result of the scoping process for this Proposed Action, relevant environmental issues that 
are addressed in this document include potential effects in the areas of the natural environment 
(air, geology, water, biology, wetlands, noise, and cultural resources), hazardous materials and 
wastes, and the local community (socioeconomics and environmental justice, land use and 
aesthetics, transportation, and utilities).  In addition, the EA examines the cumulative effects of 
the project when considered with other projects (listed in Section 2.6). 

A sliding-scale approach is the basis for the analysis of potential environmental and 
socioeconomic effects in this EA.  That is, certain aspects of the Proposed Action have a greater 
potential for creating environmental effects than others, therefore, they are discussed in greater 
detail in this EA than those aspects of the action that have little potential for effect.  For example, 
implementation of the Proposed Action could affect transportation, water, and wetlands in the 
area.  This EA, therefore, presents in-depth descriptive information on these resources to the 
fullest extent necessary for effects analysis.  On the other hand, implementation of the Proposed 
Action would cause only a minor effect on socioeconomics.  Thus, a minimal description of 
socioeconomics is presented. 

1.6 SCOPING AND CONSULTATION 

The scoping for this EA consisted of discussing relevant issues pertaining to the action planned 
at Hurlburt Field.  Discussions occurred between representatives of Hurlburt Field, FDOT, 
Okaloosa County, Eglin AFB, and the preparers of the document. 

The input from these and other sources was sought and considered in preparing this EA.  In 
addition, letters requesting comments on possible issues of concern related to the Proposed 
Action were sent to agencies with pertinent resource responsibilities.  Appendix A contains the 
2003 PD&E study and 2010 EA public involvement program. Appendix B contains copies of the 
scoping letters sent to, and responses received from, the Florida Department of State, Division of 
Historical Resources; the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS); and the Florida State 
Clearinghouse. 

1.7 ORGANIZATION OF THIS ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 
This EA evaluates the Proposed Action, other action alternatives, and the No Build alternative.  
The approach used for this EA is to identify and describe the Proposed Action and alternatives in 
Chapter 2.  Chapter 3, Affected Environment, describes the environment on and around Hurlburt 
Field that can be affected by the Proposed Action or an alternative.  Chapter 4, Environmental 
Consequences, addresses potential impacts of the Proposed and alternative actions and the No 
Build alternative to the physical, biological, and human environs within the proposed project 
area, along with potential cumulative impacts.  Chapter 5 provides the plans, permits, and 
management actions. Chapter 6 contains the list of agencies and individuals contacted during 
development and preparation of this EA as well as the public noticing process. Chapter 7 is the 
list of preparers, and Chapter 8 lists the reference material utilized to prepare the EA.  Appendix 
A provides information concerning the public involvement activities conducted for the Proposed 
Action. Appendix B includes copies of correspondence with agencies contacted during 
development and preparation of the EA. 
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1.8 PERMITTING REQUIREMENTS 

Stormwater management must be provided for any proposed improvements per the requirements 
of 62-346, Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.). If one or more acres are disturbed by the 
construction, the construction contractor must also submit a National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) Notice of Intent (NOI) and a Notice of Termination (NOT) for 
stormwater as required under 62-621.300, F.A.C. There are two permits required prior to filling 
jurisdictional wetlands: An Environmental Resource Program (ERP) Permit from either the 
Northwest Florida Water Management District (NWFWMD) or the Florida Department of 
Environmental Protection (FDEP) under Phase II of 62-346, F.A.C. and a Section 404 Permit 
under the Clean Water Act (CWA) from the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). 
A joint permit application form would be submitted to all three regulatory agencies. The state 
agencies would then determine jurisdiction based on factors such as sovereign state lands 
involvement. The Phase II ERP Permit would cover such actions as placing drainage culverts in 
Florida jurisdictional wetland ditches. 

1.9 LAWS AND REGULATIONS 

A brief summary of federal and state laws and regulations that may be applicable to the proposed 
action is provided in the following paragraphs and in Table 1. 

1.9.1 Environmental Policy 

NEPA establishes a national environmental policy with goals for the protection, maintenance, 
and enhancement of the environment, and provides a process for implementing these goals 
within federal agencies.  This policy recognizes humankind's impact on the biosphere and the 
importance of restoring and maintaining the overall quality of our natural environment.  NEPA 
essentially encompasses sound planning practices designed to minimize damage to the 
environment.  It provides federal agencies with a systematic, interdisciplinary approach to 
planning, thereby ensuring the "widest range of beneficial uses of the environment without 
degradation, risk to health and safety, or other undesirable and unintended consequences."  
NEPA requires federal agencies to consider, as part of planning and decision-making processes, 
the impact(s) of their actions on the environment.  NEPA's purpose is not to generate paperwork, 
but to foster agency action through informed decision-making. NEPA established the CEQ, 
which is charged with the development of implementing regulations and ensuring federal agency 
compliance with NEPA.  In 1978, the CEQ promulgated guidelines to implement NEPA, and in 
November 1979 these guidelines became regulations (Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations 
(CFR) Parts 1500-1508) referred to in this document as the "CEQ regulations," which are 
applicable to all federal agencies. The CEQ regulations mandate that all federal agencies use a 
systematic interdisciplinary approach to environmental planning and the evaluation of actions 
that may affect the environment. The CEQ regulations are intended to assist federal agency 
officials in decision-making based on an understanding of the potential environmental 
consequences, and to take actions that protect, restore, and enhance the environment.  The level 
of analysis required to meet NEPA requirements depends on the scope and severity of the 
environmental impacts threatened by the proposed action. 
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Air Force Policy Directive 32-70, Environmental Quality, 20 July 1994, states "the Air Force 
will conduct its activities according to national environmental policy," and all personnel are 
accountable for the environmental consequences of their actions. The Air Force, in its mission to 
achieve and maintain environmental quality, is committed to conserving natural and cultural 
resources through effective planning and integrating, into all levels of decision-making, the 
environmental consequences of proposed actions and alternatives. 

The Air Force, like all federal agencies, was required to develop its own rules implementing the 
CEQ regulations.  The Air Force regulation, Title 32 CFR 989, EIAP, provides the required 
procedures for implementing the Air Force's EIAP. The rule was revised and became effective 
with its publication in the 15 July 1999 Federal Register.  The EIAP regulation, Title 32 CFR 
989, also published as Air Force Instruction (AFI) 32-7061, outlines the steps for the analysis of 
environmental impacts on installations in the United States and abroad.  The policies and 
procedures set forth in the instruction and regulation are designed to ensure Air Force 
compliance with NEPA and the CEQ regulations.  

Executive Order (EO) 11514, Protection and Enhancement of Environmental Quality, as 
amended by EO 11991, sets the policy for directing the federal government in providing 
leadership in protecting and enhancing the quality of the nation’s environment.  

EO 12372, Intergovernmental Review of Federal Programs, provides for opportunities for 
consultation by state and local governments on proposed federal developments.  

1.9.2 Integration of Other Environmental Statutes and Regulations 
To comply with NEPA, the planning and decision-making process for actions proposed by 
federal agencies involves a study of other relevant environmental statutes and regulations.  The 
NEPA process, however, does not replace procedural or substantive requirements of other 
environmental statutes and regulations.  It addresses them collectively in the form of an EA, EIS, 
or categorical exclusion (CATEX) which enables the decision-maker to have a comprehensive 
view of major environmental issues and requirements associated with the proposed action.  
According to CEQ regulations, the requirements of NEPA must be integrated “with other 
planning and environmental review procedures required by law or by agency so that all such 
procedures run concurrently rather than consecutively”. Table 1 below, summarizes the other 
statutes and regulations.  
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Table 1: Federal and State Statutes and Regulations 
Regulation Part Number 

Air Quality 
Clean Air Act  42 USC 7401 et seq., as amended 
Florida Air and Pollution Control Act F.S. 403.011 et seq. 
Federal Compliance with Pollution Control Standards EO 12088 
Environmental Quality AFI 32-70 
Air Quality Compliance AFI 32-7040 
Noise 
Noise Control Act of 1972 42 USC 4901 et. seq., Public Law 92-574 
Air Installation Compatible Use Zone Program  AFI 32-7063 
Water Quality, Wetlands, Floodplains and Coastal Areas  
Clean Water Act  33 USC 1251 et seq., as amended 
Coastal Zone Management Act  42 USC 1451 et seq. and F.S. 380.20 et. seq. 
Florida Environmental Land and Water Management Act F.S. 380.012 et. seq. 
Protection of Wetlands EO 11990 
Floodplain Management EO 11988 
Water Quality Compliance AFI 32-7041 
Florida Air and Water Pollution Control Act F.S. 403.011 et. seq. 
State Surface Water Regulations  Chapters 62-346, F.A.C. and 62-621, F.A.C. 
Biological Resources  
Endangered Species Act of 1973 16 USC 1531-1543 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 16 USC 703-712 
Integrated Natural Resource Management AFI 32-7064 
Land Use and Aesthetic Resources  
NEPA 42 USC 4321 et seq. 
Cultural Resources  
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 16 USC 470 et seq., as amended 
Archaeological Resources Protection Act   16 USC 470a-11, as amended 
American Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978  
The Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 
1990 Public Law 101-601; 25 USC 3001-3013 

Cultural Resource Management AFI 32-7605 
Hazardous Materials and Waste Management  
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 42 USC 6901, as amended 
Florida Solid and Hazardous Waste Management Act F.S.   403.702 et seq. 
Solid and Hazardous Waste Compliance AFI 32-7042 
Environmental Restoration Program  AFI 32-7020 
Defense Environmental Restoration Program 10 USC 2701 et seq. 
Environmental Baseline Surveys in Real Estate Transactions  AFI 32-7066  
Environmental Justice 
Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 
Populations and Low-income Populations EO 12989 

Transportation 
Hazardous Material Transportation Act of 1975 49 USC 1761 
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2.0 DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 

2.1 INTRODUCTION 

As required by federal regulations, this EA addresses the possible environmental impacts of the 
Proposed Action and other action alternatives, as well as a No Build alternative. Chapter 2 
contains six parts:  

• Description of Alternatives 

• Selection Criteria for Alternatives 

• Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Further Analysis 

• Selection of Alternatives to Carry Forward for Analysis 

• Reasonably Foreseeable Cumulative Actions 

• Comparison of Alternatives 

As discussed in Chapter 1, the need for the US 98 and Cody Avenue interchange at Hurlburt’s 
main gate was established in several regional corridor studies and most recently in the 2003 
PD&E study. 

A significant increase in traffic is expected in the vicinity of the US 98 and Cody Avenue 
intersection from the years 2010 to 2032.  Okaloosa County, Hurlburt Field, and FDOT 
recognize the need to increase traffic capacity and improve the access to Hurlburt Field, improve 
the operation of the intersection, and enhance safety.  To accomplish these objectives, the 
existing intersection of US 98 and Cody Avenue, which leads to the main gate at Hurlburt Field, 
needs to be reconstructed and reconfigured.  The proposed improvements would provide for the 
projected increases in traffic by providing an adequate LOS by reducing traffic delays and 
congestion, improving safety, and reducing response time for personnel living off base by 
improving the intersection at the US 98 Hurlburt Field entrance.  Without these improvements, 
the congestion will continue to deteriorate the capacity of the already failing intersection as the 
AADT is expected to increase.  

To carry out these objectives, this EA is being conducted to examine various alternatives at the 
US 98 access to Hurlburt Field, Florida.  The EA is being performed for Okaloosa County, 
Florida on behalf of the Air Force and is being conducted in cooperation with the FDOT, 
Hurlburt Field, and Eglin AFB.  

The Proposed Action is the result of findings, conclusions, and recommendations originally 
presented in the 2003 PD&E study (HDR, 2010c). Figure 2.1-1 shows the initial interchange 
types considered as part of that 2003 PD&E study. 
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2.2 DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES 

2.2.1 Alternative A: SPUI with US 98 over Cody Avenue (Preferred Alternative) 
The Single Point Urban Interchange (SPUI) with US 98 over Cody Avenue (Alternative A) is 
shown in Figure 2.2-1. The proposed design speed is 50 miles per hour (mph) for the US 98 
segment. With the high left-turn volumes, the SPUI would be a safe, efficient and compact urban 
interchange design that would decrease motorists’ delays and congestion.  Alternative A is 
projected to provide LOS B in the AM peak hour and LOS A in the PM peak hour in the year 
2032 for the signalized intersection portion of the interchange.  

The SPUI is unique in that the exit and entrance lanes to US 98 would be placed close together to 
make them effectively part of the same intersection. This allows one signalized intersection 
through which all four left-turn movements would operate on Cody Avenue. In the SPUI, the 
streams of left-turning traffic onto Cody Avenue do not cross; thus, opposing left turns can be 
made simultaneously allowing more vehicles to make a turn and clear the interchange in one 
traffic signal cycle.  Also, the right turn lanes can be channelized; thus, removing the right 
turning vehicle from the intersection. The south-bound right and west-bound right turns will 
operate as free-flow movements while other right turns in the intersection will operate under 
yield control. Construction of Alternative A anticipates the least amount, approximately 4.9 acres 
(2.2 acres on the north side of US 98 and 2.7 acres on the south side of US 98), of federally 
owned property at Hurlburt Field.  Preliminary estimates of the total construction costs for the 
Alternative A are $13,025,923 (HDR, 2010a). 

Alternative A would address the Purpose and Need of the project in the following areas: 

• It would alleviate congestion and address capacity deficiencies. 

• It would accommodate the resultant increases in traffic volumes forecasted for the year 
2032. 

• It would be consistent with the local transportation plan by accommodating traffic 
circulation and access needs to Hurlburt Field. 
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2.2.2 Alternative B: SPUI with Cody Avenue over US 98 
The SPUI with Cody Avenue over US 98 (Alternative B) is illustrated in Figure 2.2-2.  The 
proposed design speed is 50 miles per hour for the US 98 segment.  With the high left-turn 
volumes, the SPUI would be a safe, efficient urban interchange design that can decrease 
motorists’ delays and congestion.  This alternative is also projected to provide LOS B or better in 
the peak hours in the year 2032 for the signalized intersection portion of the interchange. 

The SPUI is unique in that the exit and entrance lanes to Cody Avenue would be placed close 
together to make them effectively part of the same intersection.  This allows one signalized 
intersection through which all four left-turn movements would operate on US 98.  In the SPUI, 
the streams of left-turning traffic onto US 98 do not cross; thus, opposing left turns can be made 
simultaneously allowing more vehicles to make a turn and clear the interchange in one traffic 
signal cycle.  Also, the right turn lanes can be channelized and controlled with yield signs.  Other 
benefits of the SPUI include providing larger turning radii for vehicles such as trucks and buses, 
moving more traffic through a smaller amount of space, and building a new interchange without 
the need for significant additional ROW. 

This SPUI would require use of proprietary earth walls and would be more expensive to 
construct than any of the alternatives.  This alternative would require sections of Cody Avenue to 
be elevated as well as a loop ramp on the south side due to the close proximity of the Santa Rosa 
Sound and the need to keep the ramp out of the water.  Construction of Alternative B anticipates 
approximately 9.88 acres (1.0 acres on the north side of US 98 and 8.88 acres on the south side 
of US 98) of federally owned property at Hurlburt Field. Thus, this alternative would impact the 
most federally owned property than any of the other action alternatives. Preliminary estimates of 
the total project costs of this alternative are $23,086,809 (HDR, 2010a). 

Alternative B would address the Purpose and Need of the project in the following areas: 

• It would alleviate congestion and address capacity deficiencies. 

• It would accommodate the resultant increases in traffic volumes forecasted for the year 
2032. 

• It would be consistent with the local transportation plan by accommodating traffic 
circulation and access needs to Hurlburt Field. 
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2.2.3 Alternative C: TUDI with US 98 over Cody Avenue 
The Tight Urban Diamond Interchange (TUDI) with US 98 over Cody Avenue (Alternative C) is 
illustrated in Figure 2.2-3. The proposed design speed is 50 miles per hour for the US 98 
segment.  The alternative is projected to also provide acceptable service levels in the peak hours 
in the year 2032 for the signalized intersection portion of the interchange.   

In this TUDI, the exit and entrance lanes to US 98 would not be placed close together; thus, they 
would effectively be separate intersections.  This would require separate traffic signals at each 
intersection.  In the TUDI, the streams of left-turning traffic onto Cody Avenue cross each other; 
thus, traffic signals on either end can keep turning vehicles from clearing the interchange. 
Construction of Alternative C anticipates approximately 5.96 acres (2.29 acres on the north side 
of US 98 and 3.66 acres on the south side of US 98) of federally owned property at Hurlburt 
Field.  Preliminary estimates of the total project costs of this alternative are $10,301,950 (HDR, 
2010a).  

Alternative C would address the Purpose and Need of the project in the following areas: 

• It would alleviate congestion and address capacity deficiencies; however, the LOS would 
be less and the traffic delays would be more than either of the SPUI alternatives. 

• It would accommodate the resultant increases in traffic volumes forecasted for the year 
2032. 

• It would be consistent with the local transportation plan by accommodating traffic 
circulation and access needs to Hurlburt Field. 
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2.2.4 Alternative D: TUDI with Cody Avenue over US 98 
The TUDI with Cody Avenue over US 98 (Alternative D) is illustrated in Figure 2.2-4.  The 
proposed design speed is 50 miles per hour for the US 98 segment.  The alternative is also 
projected to provide acceptable service levels in the peak hours in the year 2032 for the 
signalized intersection portion of the interchange.   

In this TUDI, the exit and entrance lanes to Cody Avenue would not be placed close together; 
thus, they would effectively be separate intersections.  This would require separate traffic signals 
at each intersection.  In the TUDI, the streams of left-turning traffic onto US 98 cross each other; 
thus, traffic signals on either end can keep turning vehicles from clearing the interchange.   

This alternative would require sections of Cody Avenue to be elevated as well as a loop on the 
south side due to the close proximity of the Santa Rosa Sound and the need to keep the ramp out 
of the water.  Construction of Alternative D anticipates approximately 9.45 acres (2.37 acres on 
the north side of US 98 and 7.08 acres on the south side of US 98) of federally owned property at 
Hurlburt Field.  Thus, this alternative and Alternative B would impact more federally owned 
property than Alternatives A & C. Preliminary estimates of the total project costs of this 
alternative are $16,890,677 (HDR, 2010a).   

Alternative D would address the Purpose and Need of the project in the following areas: 

• It would alleviate congestion and address capacity deficiencies; however, the LOS would 
be less and the traffic delays would be more than either of the SPUI alternatives. 

• It would accommodate the resultant increases in traffic volumes forecasted for the year 
2032. 

• It would be consistent with the local transportation plan by accommodating traffic 
circulation and access needs to Hurlburt Field. 
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2.2.5 No Build Alternative 
The No Build alternative is studied to ensure an objective evaluation and to provide a basis from 
which to measure the performance, costs and impacts of all alternatives.  The No Build 
alternative assumes that the intersection at the main gate to Hurlburt Field on Cody Avenue at 
US 98 would remain exactly as it is, i.e., there would be no improvements to the intersection.  It 
assumes no capacity improvements will be made to the facility.  Continued and perhaps 
increased maintenance of the existing intersection would remain a factor in its use and expense 
of operation.  Based on current traffic growth trends, the existing intersection will not 
accommodate forecasted traffic volumes and is expected to decline in LOS in the future 
scenarios. Furthermore, as the volume of traffic increases, the crash rate may be expected to 
increase if capacity and other improvements are not made.   

2.2.6 Transportation System Management Alternative 
The Transportation System Management (TSM) alternative includes activities designed to 
maximize the utilization and efficiency of the present system.  These activities typically include 
minor improvements like signal re-timing and adding auxiliary turn lanes (as was the case in 
2008), ridesharing, traffic signal timing optimization and designating high occupancy vehicle 
lanes on existing roadways.  Ridesharing is already heavily promoted at Hurlburt Field as a way 
to reduce peak hour traffic demand at the US 98 and Cody Avenue intersection.   

2.2.7 Two-Lane Flyover Ramp Alternative 
The Flyover Ramp Alternative is illustrated in Figure 2.1-1. It was developed to provide a direct 
connection for the east-bound to north-bound left turns, which is one of the heaviest intersection 
movements, particularly in the morning peak period.  This alternative would result in impacts to 
the federal property at Hurlburt Field, as sections of Cody Avenue would have to be elevated.   

2.2.8 Conventional Diamond Interchange Alternative 
The Conventional Diamond Interchange Alternative with Cody Avenue of US 98, illustrated in 
Figure 2.1-1, would have a wider footprint than the TUDI and require dual stop conditions. 

2.2.9 Two-Level Intersection with Left Turns on Upper Level Alternative 
The Two-Level Intersection with Left Turns on Upper Level Alternative is illustrated in Figure 
2.1-1. 

2.2.10 Three-Level Directional Interchange Alternative 
The Three-Level Directional Interchange Alternative is illustrated in Figure 2.1-1. 
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2.3 SELECTION CRITERIA FOR ALTERNATIVES 

The following criteria were identified in Section 1.4 (Purpose and Need) and were essential in 
the selection of an action to improve the interchange at the main gate to Hurlburt Field on Cody 
Avenue and US 98: 

• Maximize traffic operational efficiency or the level of service (LOS)  

• Improve safety and reduce traffic hazards 

The following criteria were also important in the selection of an action to improve the 
interchange at the main gate to Hurlburt Field on Cody Avenue and US 98: 

• Minimize the loss of usable property 

• Avoid direct and indirect environmental impacts to the maximum extent practicable 

Table 2 below, summarizes the selection criteria used to evaluate the Proposed Action and 
alternatives. 

Table 2: Selection Criteria for Proposed Alternatives (Summary) 

Alternatives 

Maximize traffic 
operational 
efficiency  

(LOS) 

Improve 
safety and 

reduce traffic 
hazards 

Minimize the loss of usable 
property 

(Additional 
Air Force land required) 

Avoid direct and 
indirect 

environmental 
impacts to the 

maximum extent 
practicable 

A Yes Yes 
Yes 

(4.90 acres) 
Yes 

B Yes Yes 
No 

(9.88 acres) 
No 

C Yes Yes 
No 

(5.96 acres) 
Yes 

D Yes Yes 
No 

(9.45 acres) 
No 

No Build No No Yes Yes 

TSM 
Alternative No No Yes Yes 

Two-Lane 
Flyover Ramp  No No No Yes 

Conventional 
Diamond 

Interchange 
No Yes No No 

Two-Level 
Intersection 

with Left Turns 
on Upper Level 

No No No Yes 

Three-Level 
Directional 
Interchange 

No No No Yes 



Description of Proposed Action and Alternatives Alternatives Considered but Eliminated 

 Environmental Assessment of  2-14 
 US 98 at the Entrance to Hurlburt Field 

2.4 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT ELIMINATED FROM FURTHER 
ANALYSIS 

The alternatives, illustrated in Figure 2.1-1, considered for the US 98 and Cody Avenue project 
but eliminated from further analysis included: TSM Alternative; Two-Lane Flyover Ramp 
Alternative: Conventional Diamond Interchange Alternative; Two-Level Intersection with Left 
Turns on Upper Level Alternative; and Three-Level Directional Interchange Alternative.  The 
five eliminated alternatives are discussed below. 

2.4.1 Transportation System Management Alternative 
The TSM Alternative was eliminated because minor improvements would not fully satisfy the 
project need, which is to improve the capacity of the intersection in order to improve the LOS 
and reduce delays to motorists.   

2.4.2 Two-Lane Flyover Ramp Alternative 
This alternative was eliminated from further evaluation after the traffic analysis found that the 
projected future LOS was lower than that of the other build alternatives.  The flyover was 
projected to operate at LOS F in the PM peak by year 2021.  The projected average LOS (AM & 
PM) in year 2025 was LOS E, which does not meet the design standard of LOS D or better in the 
design year.  Another factor contributing to elimination of the Flyover Ramp Alternative 
includes the disadvantage of requiring the US 98 through traffic to stop for traffic crossing US 98 
on Cody Avenue.   

2.4.3 Conventional Diamond Interchange Alternative 
The Conventional Diamond Interchange Alternative was considered but was eliminated from 
further evaluation, as the west-bound off-ramp would impact more federal property at Hurlburt 
Field than the TUDI and require dual stop conditions.  Another factor contributing to elimination 
of this alternative includes the impacts to more wetlands on the south side of US 98 than the 
other alternatives. This alternative was eliminated because it would not fully satisfy the project 
need. 

2.4.4 Two-Level Intersection with Left Turns on Upper Level Alternative 
The Two-Level Intersection with Left Turns on Upper Level Alternative was considered but was 
eliminated from further evaluation as it would also impact too much of the federal property at 
Hurlburt Field, as sections of Cody Avenue would have to be elevated.  Another factor 
contributing to elimination of this alternative includes the disadvantage of requiring the US 98 
through traffic to stop for traffic crossing US 98 on Cody Avenue.   

2.4.5 Three-Level Directional Interchange Alternative 
The Three-Level Directional Interchange Alternative was considered but was eliminated from 
further evaluation as it would also impact too much of the federal property at Hurlburt Field, as 
sections of Cody Avenue would have to be elevated.  Other factors contributing to elimination of 
this alternative include the construction of more infrastructure than required to serve the future 
traffic demand and this alternative would also have the disadvantage of requiring the US 98 
through traffic to stop for traffic crossing US 98 on Cody Avenue.  
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2.5 SELECTION OF ALTERNATIVES TO CARRY FORWARD FOR ANALYSIS 

In summary, the following ten alternatives were initially considered for this project: 

• Alternative A: SPUI with US 98 over Cody Avenue 

• Alternative B: SPUI with Cody Avenue over US 98 

• Alternative C: TUDI with US 98 over Cody Avenue 

• Alternative D: TUDI with Cody Avenue over US 98 

• No Build Alternative 

• TSM Alternative 

• Two-Lane Flyover Ramp Alternative 

• Conventional Diamond Interchange Alternative 

• Two-Level Intersection with Left Turns on Upper Level Alternative 

• Three-Level Directional Interchange Alternative 

A conceptual layout of the interchange types is presented in Figure 2.1-1. The Two-Lane 
Flyover Ramp, the Conventional Diamond Interchange, the Two-Level Intersection with Left 
Turns on Upper Level, and the Three-Level Directional Interchange Alternatives were initially 
considered but eliminated from further evaluation.  

Therefore, the four actions and one no action alternative brought forward in this assessment 
include the following: 

• Alternative A: SPUI with US 98 over Cody Avenue (Proposed Action) 

• Alternative B: SPUI with Cody Avenue over US 98 

• Alternative C: TUDI with US 98 over Cody Avenue 

• Alternative D: TUDI with Cody Avenue over US 98 

• No Build Alternative
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2.5.1 Alternative A: SPUI with US 98 over Cody Avenue (Proposed Action)  
Alternative A: SPUI with US 98 over Cody Avenue has been identified as the Proposed Action 
and would fully satisfy the Purpose and Need of the project in the following areas: 

• Maximize traffic operational efficiency or the LOS  

•  Improve safety and reduce traffic hazards 

In addition, the Proposed Action would: 

• Minimize the loss of usable property 

• Avoid direct and indirect environmental impacts to the maximum extent practicable 

• Be consistent with the local transportation plan by accommodating traffic circulation and 
access needs to Hurlburt Field. 

Other benefits of the SPUI include providing larger turning radii for vehicles like trucks and 
buses, moving more traffic through a smaller amount of space, and building a new interchange 
without the need for significant additional right of way (ROW).   

Construction of the Proposed Action anticipates approximately 4.9 acres (2.2 acres on the north 
side of US 98 and 2.7 acres on the south side of US 98) of federally owned property at Hurlburt 
Field.  Additionally, it is anticipated that a temporary construction easement may be required on 
approximately 2.4 acres (1.2 acres on the north side of US 98 and 1.2 acres on the south side of 
US 98) of federally owned property at Hurlburt Field.  The approximate location of the 
additional federally owned property at Hurlburt Field for construction of the Proposed Action is 
shown in Figure 2.5-1. The Proposed Action would have the least amount of impacts to 
federally owned property at Hurlburt Field and would also have the least amount of impacts to 
wetlands. 

Preliminary estimates of the total construction costs for the Proposed Action are $13,025,923.  
The proposed typical section for the Proposed Action is illustrated in Figure 2.5-2.  An “urban” 
typical section is proposed for Cody Avenue underneath the overpass to minimize the length of 
the proposed overpass bridge structure (HDR, 2010a). 

The Proposed Action would include a construction component and an operation component.  The 
construction component contains the following activities:   

• Acquire needed property, ROW, and/or easements from the Federal government 

• Construct new underground stormwater collection system for Cody Avenue and modify 
the three existing stormwater management ponds within the corridor to provide additional 
volume required to treat and attenuate (if required) the roadway runoff 

• Realign the service roads on the south side of US 98 

• Relocate and/or install traffic signals, as needed 

• Clear and excavate the roadway; as much as possible, remove and reuse the existing 
pavement and base materials 
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• Construct future ramps and temporary pavement along US 98 along the outer edges, and 
then shift traffic to the outside to provide work area in the median for construction of the 
overpass  

• Construct the overpass embankment and structure on US 98 in stages, as necessary, in 
order to reduce the area of construction impact 

• Divert traffic to the newly completed overpass and remove temporary pavement 

• Reseed/plant vegetation along roadway, as needed 

• Relocate water, sewer, telephone, cable television, electrical, gas lines and other utilities 
as necessary 

• Provide special security features such as Closed Circuit Television and other surveillance 
measures 

• Obtain all required stormwater and other permits, as required 

During construction, all of the usual BMPs would be employed to minimize impacts to wetlands, 
surface water, and soils, in addition to any other requirements.  Stormwater management design 
would be coordinated with the FDEP during pre-application meetings, since this agency must 
approve the stormwater management system design as part of the permitting process under 62-
346, F.A.C. and construction activity discharge under 62-621, F.A.C. 

The operations component of the Proposed Action involves the use of the roadway by motorists 
and standard maintenance activities. 
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2.5.2 Alternative B: SPUI with Cody Avenue over US 98 
As seen in Table 2, Alternative B meets the Purpose and Need defined in Section 1.4 and will 
therefore, be carried forward for further analysis. 

2.5.3 Alternative C: TUDI with US 98 over Cody Avenue 
As seen in Table 2, Alternative C meets the Purpose and Need defined in Section 1.4 and will 
therefore, be carried forward for further analysis. 

2.5.4 Alternative D: TUDI with Cody Avenue over US 98 
As seen in Table 2, Alternative D meets the Purpose and Need defined in Section 1.4 and will 
therefore, be carried forward for further analysis. 

2.5.5 No Build Alternative 
The No Build alternative would not meet the project’s stated Purpose and Need; it would result 
in increased congestion; thus, producing higher vehicle operating costs, increased cost of driver 
time, and increased fuel consumption and air emissions and it would also result in increasingly 
longer response times for base personnel.  There is no construction cost associated with the No 
Build alternative. However, as required by NEPA it will be carried forward for analysis to 
provide a detailed comparison. 
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2.6 REASONABLY FORESEEABLE CUMULATIVE ACTIONS 

Cumulative impacts are impacts on the environment, which results from the incremental impacts 
of the actions when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions 
regardless of what agency (federal or non-federal) or person undertakes such other actions. 
Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking 
place over a period of time. The scoping process used to identify and address key issues for the 
Proposed Action generated a list of other reasonably foreseeable projects by government 
agencies that could occur in or near the US 98 at Cody Avenue (Hurlburt main gate) area. For a 
project to be reasonably foreseeable, it must have advanced far enough in the planning process 
that its implementation is likely. The following major reasonably foreseeable federal, state, and 
local projects within the area have been identified as additional actions to be considered: 

• New Hurlburt Visitor Control Center (VCC) and parking lot 

• Northwest Florida Transportation Corridor Authority (NFTCA) roadway corridor from 
SR 87 in Santa Rosa County to SR 83 (US 331) in Walton County  

Other projects located in the vicinity of the Proposed Action are listed below. Many of these 
projects were assessed in Hurlburt's General Plan EA or were issued a CATEX from further 
assessment based on that EA. Some of these projects have been assessed in separate EA’s and 
the future housing projects are being assessed in an EIS being prepared for the military housing 
privatization effort for both Eglin AFB & Hurlburt Field (Tharpe, 2010). Therefore, the 
following projects listed in Table 3, will not be carried forward for further analysis in this EA. 

Table 3: Other Projects in the Proposed Action Area 
Project(s) Description 

Military Housing Future military housing privatization initiative (Assessed under a separate 
EIS). 

Main Gate Reconfiguration/ Relocation at Cody Avenue and US 98 (Addressed under 
General Plan EA; Project #07-03A). 

Soundside Gate Relocation from Hume Drive to Campaign Street (Addressed under 
General Plan EA; Project #07-03A). 

Consolidated Club FTEV #01-5007 Soundside Club (Addressed under General Plan EA; 
Project #06-01). 

Mission Planning Center FTEV #02-3001 (Addressed under General Plan EA; Project #06-02). 
123-Person Billeting FTEV #03-3020 (Addressed under General Plan EA; Project #05-01). 

Soundside Infrastructure 
Improvements 

EA FONSI/FONPA, October 2005; Proposed Action includes replacing 
existing culvert on Whitbeck Street with a span bridge, constructing a boat 
ramp, and relocating Marina Road.  

New Marina Operations Facility 
and Associated Fuel Supply 
System 

EA FONSI/FONPA, December 2005; Proposed Action includes 
construction of a new marina operations building and installation of a new 
fuel supply system at Santa Rosa Sound. 

Boathouse and Restroom Facility 
Construction 

EA FONSI/FONPA, September 2007; Proposed Action includes 
construction of a boathouse to support military training vessels and a 
restroom facility to accommodate the needs of people using recreational 
beach facilities. 

Planned Growth at Hurlburt Field 
EA FONSI/FONPA, January 2010; Proposed Action is to implement base-
wide Planned Growth at Hurlburt Field which includes personnel increases, 
aircraft increases and changes, along with facility and construction. 

Source: General Plan EA & FONSI/FONPA, 2006 and Tharpe, 2010. 
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It should be noted that the base command is concerned about the potential compromise to 
security at the main gate that may be created with the construction of an interchange, as well as 
safety and capacity issues.  A study was developed and designs were implemented to the main 
gate so that security under increased Force Protection Conditions can be quickly and easily 
enhanced to meet the criteria of the DoD Antiterrorism/Force Protection Program and the Air 
Force Installation Entry Control Facilities Design Guide. 
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2.7 COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES 

Table 4 presented below summarizes the impacts for each resource area under the Proposed 
Action, Alternatives B, C, and D, and the No Action (No Build) alternative. 

Table 4: Summary of Impacts  

Resource 
Category 

Alternative A 
(Proposed Action) 
SPUI with US 98 over 

Cody Avenue 

Alternative B 
SPUI with Cody Avenue 

over US 98 

Alternative C  
TUDI with US 98 over 

Cody Avenue 

Alternative D 
TUDI with Cody Avenue 

over US 98 
No Build 

Alternative 

Air Quality 

Will not exceed 
NAAQS through 
2032; Beneficial 

impacts to local air 
quality; Temporary, 
localized emissions 
from equipment and 

dust during 
construction 

Will not exceed 
NAAQS through 
2032; Beneficial 

impacts to local air 
quality; Temporary, 
localized emissions 
from equipment and 

dust during 
construction 

Will not exceed 
NAAQS through 
2032; Beneficial 

impacts to local air 
quality; Temporary, 
localized emissions 
from equipment and 

dust during 
construction 

Will not exceed 
NAAQS through 
2032; Beneficial 

impacts to local air 
quality; Temporary, 
localized emissions 
from equipment and 

dust during 
construction 

Will exceed 8-
hour 

concentration 
limits for 
carbon 

monoxide (CO) 
by 2012.  

Physiography 

Short-term 
insignificant impacts 

from grading 
activities 

Short-term 
insignificant impacts 

from grading 
activities 

Short-term 
insignificant impacts 

from grading 
activities 

Short-term 
insignificant impacts 

from grading 
activities 

No impacts 

Geology 

Short-term 
insignificant impacts 
from excavation and 

fill material 

Short-term 
insignificant impacts 
from excavation and 

fill material 

Short-term 
insignificant impacts 
from excavation and 

fill material 

Short-term 
insignificant impacts 
from excavation and 

fill material 

No impacts to 
geology 

Geologic 
Hazards 

No impacts 
 from seismic 

activity or other 
hazards 

No impacts 
 from seismic 

activity or other 
hazards 

No impacts 
 from seismic 

activity or other 
hazards 

No impacts 
 from seismic 

activity or other 
hazards 

No impacts 
from seismic 

activity or other 
hazards 

Soils 

Short-term 
insignificant 

disturbance of soils 
during construction 

Short-term 
insignificant 

disturbance of soils 
during construction 

Short-term 
insignificant 

disturbance of soils 
during construction 

Short-term 
insignificant 

disturbance of soils 
during construction 

No impact to 
soils 

Surface Water 

Short-term 
insignificant impacts 

to water quality 
from sedimentation 

and erosion; 
Stormwater ponds 

will be utilized 
pursuant to 62-346, 

F.A.C. 

Short-term 
insignificant impacts 

to water quality 
from sedimentation 

and erosion; 
Stormwater ponds 

will be utilized 
pursuant to 62-346, 

F.A.C. 

Short-term 
insignificant impacts 

to water quality 
from sedimentation 

and erosion; 
Stormwater ponds 

will be utilized 
pursuant to 62-346, 

F.A.C. 

Short-term 
insignificant impacts 

to water quality 
from sedimentation 

and erosion; 
Stormwater ponds 

will be utilized 
pursuant to 62-346, 

F.A.C. 

No impacts to 
surface waters 

Groundwater 
No significant 

impacts to 
groundwater 

No significant 
impacts to 

groundwater 

No significant 
impacts to 

groundwater 

No significant 
impacts to 

groundwater 

No impacts to 
groundwater 

Floodplains 

No impacts from 
construction 

activities; ROW 
easement traverses 

0.01 acres 

Construction 
impacts estimated at 

3.30 acres; ROW 
easement traverses 

0.01 acres 

No impacts from 
construction 

activities; ROW 
easement traverses 

0.01 acres 

Construction 
impacts estimated at 

2.50 acres; ROW 
easement traverses 

0.01 acres 

No impacts to 
floodplains 



Description of Proposed Action and Alternatives Comparison of Alternatives 

 Environmental Assessment of  2-28 
 US 98 at the Entrance to Hurlburt Field 

Resource 
Category 

Alternative A 
(Proposed Action) 

SPUI with US 98 over Cody 
Avenue 

Alternative B 
SPUI with Cody 

Avenue over US 98 

Alternative C  
TUDI with US 98 over 

Cody Avenue 

Alternative D 
TUDI with Cody 

Avenue over US 98 
No Build 

Alternative 

Vegetation No impacts to  
critical habitat 

No impacts to 
critical habitat 

No impacts to 
critical habitat 

No impacts to 
critical habitat 

No impacts to 
critical habitat 

T&E Species No impacts to  
T&E species 

No impacts to 
T&E species 

No impacts to 
T&E species 

No impacts to 
 T&E species 

No impacts to 
T&E species 

Wildlife 
Short-term 

insignificant  
impacts to wildlife 

Short-term 
insignificant 

impacts to wildlife 

Short-term 
insignificant 

impacts to wildlife 

Short-term 
insignificant 

impacts to wildlife 

No impacts to 
wildlife 

Wetlands No impacts to  
wetlands 

Impacts estimated 
at 0.95 acres 

No impacts to 
wetlands 

Impacts estimated 
at 0.78 acres 

No impacts to 
wetlands 

Noise 

None of the 24 noise 
sensitive receptors 

approach or exceed the 
noise abatement 

criteria (NAC) as set 
by FHWA  

None of the 24 
noise sensitive 

receptors approach 
or exceed the NAC 

as set by FHWA 

None of the 24 
noise sensitive 

receptors approach 
or exceed the NAC 

as set by FHWA 

None of the 24 
noise sensitive 

receptors approach 
or exceed the NAC 

as set by FHWA 

Does not 
currently 

approach or 
exceed the NAC 
as set by FHWA; 

No change in 
current noise 

levels 

Cultural 
Resources 

No resources eligible 
or potentially eligible 

in the National 
Register of Historic 

Places (NRHP) were 
found during a Phase 1 

cultural resource 
survey 

No resources 
eligible or 

potentially eligible 
in the NRHP were 

found during a 
Phase 1 cultural 
resource survey 

No resources 
eligible or 

potentially eligible 
in the NRHP were 

found during a 
Phase 1 cultural 
resource survey 

No resources 
eligible or 

potentially eligible 
in the NRHP were 

found during a 
Phase 1 cultural 
resource survey 

No impacts to 
cultural resources 

Hazardous 
Materials 

No encounters with 
 hazardous 

 materials are  
expected 

No encounters with 
hazardous 

materials are 
expected 

No encounters with 
hazardous 

materials are 
expected 

No encounters with 
hazardous 

materials are 
expected 

No encounters 
with hazardous 
materials are 

expected 

Health & 
Safety 

Positive impact 
 to health & safety 

Positive impact 
 to health & safety 

Positive impact 
 to health & safety 

Positive impact 
 to health & safety 

Negative impact 
to health & safety 

Hazardous 
Waste 

No significant  
impacts from 

hazardous waste 
generators are 

 expected 

No significant 
impacts from 

hazardous waste 
generators are 

expected 

No significant 
impacts from 

hazardous waste 
generators are 

expected 

No significant 
impacts from 

hazardous waste 
generators are 

expected 

No encounters 
with hazardous 

waste generators 
are expected 

Solid Waste 

Short-term 
 Increase in solid 

 waste from 
construction 

 activities; No long-
term impact 

Short-term 
increase in solid 

waste from 
construction 

activities; No long-
term impact 

Short-term 
increase in solid 

waste from 
construction 

activities; No long-
term impact 

Short-term 
 increase in solid 

waste from 
construction 

activities; No long-
term impact 

No change in 
solid waste 
generation 
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Resource 
Category 

Alternative A 
(Proposed Action) 

SPUI with US 98 over Cody 
Avenue 

Alternative B 
SPUI with Cody 

Avenue over US 98 

Alternative C  
TUDI with US 98 over 

Cody Avenue 

Alternative D 
TUDI with Cody 

Avenue over US 98 
No Build 

Alternative 

Population 

Regional 
 population is 
 expected to 
 increase as a 

 result of BRAC 

Regional 
population is 
expected to 
increase as a 

 result of BRAC 

Regional 
population is 
expected to 
increase as a 

 result of BRAC 

Regional 
population is 
expected to 
increase as a 

 result of BRAC 

Regional 
population is 
expected to 
increase as a 

result of BRAC 

Employment & 
Income 

Short-term benefits 
from construction 
dollars; No long- 

term impact 

Short-term benefits 
from construction 
dollars; No long-

term impact 

Short-term benefits 
from construction 
dollars; No long-

term impact 

Short-term benefits 
from construction 
dollars; No long-

term impact 

No change in 
employment or 

income 

Environmental 
Justice 

No impact to 
 low-income or 

minority 
 populations 

No impact to 
 low-income or 

minority 
populations 

No impact to 
 low-income or 

minority 
populations 

No impact to 
 low-income or 

minority 
populations 

No impact to 
low-income or 

minority 
populations 

Land Use 

Will not negatively  
impact adjacent 

 Air Force land use. 
Requires approx. 

 4.90 acres of  
federally owned 

property at 
 Hurlburt Field 

Will negatively 
impact adjacent 

Air Force land use. 
Requires approx. 

9.88 acres of 
federally owned 

property at 
Hurlburt Field 

Will negatively 
impact adjacent 

Air Force land use. 
Requires approx. 

5.96 acres of 
federally owned 

property at 
Hurlburt Field 

Will negatively 
impact adjacent 

Air Force land use. 
Requires approx. 

9.45 acres of 
federally owned 

property at 
Hurlburt Field 

No changes to 
current land use 

Aesthetics 
Insignificant 

 change to visual 
resources 

Insignificant 
change to visual 

resources 

Insignificant 
change to visual 

resources 

Insignificant 
change to visual 

resources 

No change to 
visual resources 

Transportation 

Beneficial impacts 
to LOS; Significant 
(71%) reduction in 

traffic delays 
 compared to 

 TUDI; Short and 
 long-term benefits 

 to regional 
 commuters and 
transportation 

 network; Short- 
term impacts 

 during construction 

Beneficial impacts 
to LOS; Significant 
(71%) reduction in 

traffic delays 
compared to 

TUDI; Short and 
long-term benefits 

to regional 
commuters and 
transportation 

network; Short-
term impacts 

during construction 

Beneficial impacts 
to LOS; Minimal 

reduction in 
 traffic delays 
compared to 

 SPUI; Short and 
long-term benefits 

to regional 
commuters and 
transportation 

network; Short-
term impacts 

during construction 

Beneficial impacts 
to LOS; Minimal 

reduction in 
 traffic delays 
compared to 

 SPUI; Short and 
long-term benefits 

to regional 
commuters and 
transportation 

network; Short-
term impacts 

during construction 

Substantial 
negative impacts 

to LOS; 
Substantial 
increase in  

traffic delays; 
Overall negative 

impact to 
regional 

transportation 
network 

Utilities 

Short-term 
insignificant 

 impacts during the 
relocation of 
 utilities at  
proposed 

 interchanges 

Short-term 
insignificant 

impacts during the 
relocation of 

utilities at 
proposed 

interchanges 

Short-term 
insignificant 

impacts during the 
relocation of 

utilities at 
proposed 

interchanges 

Short-term 
insignificant 

impacts during the 
relocation of 

utilities at 
proposed 

interchanges 

No utility 
impacts 



 

  

(Intentionally left blank) 



Affected Environment Introduction 

 Environmental Assessment of 3-1 
 US 98 at the Entrance to Hurlburt Field 

3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

3.1 INTRODUCTION 

This section describes the natural and human environment that could be affected by the Proposed 
Action, the other action alternatives (Alternatives B, C, and D), and the No Build alternative.  
The potential environmental consequences of those actions are presented in Section 4.  Based on 
the Proposed Action description, environmental resources that may be potentially affected as a 
result of implementing the Proposed Action have been considered.  Environmental issues are 
identified and addressed based on a sliding scale approach discussed earlier in this EA (Section 
1.5). The history and mission of the installation are described to provide background 
information, although no evaluation of mission impacts was conducted.  The order of resource 
description is based on introducing the background and mission of the installation, the natural 
environment (air, geology, water, biology, wetlands, noise, and culture), hazardous materials and 
wastes, and the local community (socioeconomics, environmental justice, land use and 
aesthetics, transportation, and utilities).  

3.2 HISTORY AND CURRENT MISSION OF HURLBURT FIELD 

Hurlburt Field was originally designated as Auxiliary Field No. 9, one of the original pilot and 
gunnery training fields built within the Eglin AFB complex in the 1940’s.  The field was named 
for 1st Lieutenant Donald W. Hurlburt, a World War II pilot who was killed in an airplane 
accident on the Eglin reservation in 1943. 

Engineer regiments from Eglin Field started construction of Hurlburt Field.  The current Eglin 
AFB was established as Valparaiso Bombing and Gunnery Base in 1935, and redesignated first 
as Eglin Field in 1937 and then as the Army Air Corps Proving Ground, Eglin Field, in 1941.  
The installation grew to a major command during World War II with the responsibility for 
testing aircraft, weapons, and equipment used in combat.  The relative isolation and sparsely 
inhabited surrounding communities created an ideal location to test and develop a variety of 
military projects.  By 1950, Eglin Field had been redesignated Eglin AFB, and its activities were 
expanded when the Air Research and Development Command (later Air Force Systems 
Command) established the Air Force Armament Center at the reservation. 

Hurlburt Field’s runways, along with temporary and mobilization-type buildings, were 
constructed between 1943 and 1944.  Since the end of World War II, Hurlburt Field has been 
used as an auxiliary field to Eglin Field, and extensive additions and runway alterations have 
been made. 

Today, Hurlburt Field employs more than 8,000 military and 700 civilian personnel and manages 
a fleet of more than 75 aircraft. The 1st Special Operations Wing (1st SOW) at Hurlburt Field, 
Florida was redesignated from the 16th SOW on Nov. 16, 2006, and is one of two Air Force 
active duty SOW’s and falls under AFSOC.  

The 1st SOW mission focus is unconventional warfare: counter-terrorism, combat search and 
rescue, personnel recovery, psychological operations, aviation assistance to developing nations, 
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"deep battlefield" resupply, interdiction and close air support. The wing has units located at 
Hurlburt Field, Florida and Eglin AFB, Florida.  

The wing's core missions include aerospace surface interface, agile combat support, combat 
aviation advisory operations, information operations, personnel recovery/recovery operations, 
precision aerospace fires, psychological operations dissemination, specialized aerospace mobility 
and specialized aerial refueling.  

The 1st SOW also serves as a pivotal component of AFSOC's ability to provide and conduct 
special operations missions ranging from precision application of firepower to infiltration, 
exfiltration, and resupply and refueling of special operations force operational elements. In 
addition, the 1st SOW brings distinctive intelligence capabilities to the fight, including 
intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance contributions, predictive analysis, and targeting 
expertise to joint special operations forces and combat search and rescue operations.  

The wing is divided into four groups: 

• 1st Special Operations Group: 

• 1st Special Operations Maintenance Group:  

• 1st Special Operations Mission Support Group: 

• 1st Special Operations Medical Group: 

The 1st SOW and Hurlburt Field also play host to several major partner units including AFSOC, 
505th Command and Control Wing, Air Force Special Operations Training Center, Joint Special 
Operations University, 823rd Red Horse Squadron, and the 720th Special Tactics Group. 
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3.3 NATURAL ENVIRONMENT 

This section describes the affected resources for the natural environment, which includes air 
quality, geological resources, water resources, biological resources, wetlands, noise, and cultural 
resources. 

3.3.1 Air Quality 
This section describes the climatic and meteorological conditions that influence air quality, and 
the existing concentrations of various pollutants. 

3.3.1.1 Climate  

Climate is relevant to the proposed action because of the effects that local rainfall and wind 
conditions can have on soil erosion, surface runoff, and generated air emissions.  Generally, 
Hurlburt Field experiences a mild, subtropical climate as a consequence of its latitude (30° to 
31°) and the stabilizing effects of the Gulf of Mexico.  Warm, humid summers and mild winters, 
prevailing southerly winds, and intense thunderstorm events and hurricane cycles characterize 
the climate.  The Gulf of Mexico, numerous marshes, and swamps add moisture to the air and 
moderate winter and summer temperatures. Overall, the Gulf of Mexico moderates the climate of 
Hurlburt Field by tempering the cold northern winds of winter and causing cool sea breezes 
during the daytime in the summer (USAF, 2010c).  

3.3.1.2  Temperature, Rainfall and Wind 

The mean daily maximum temperature at Hurlburt Field is near 75 degrees Fahrenheit (°F).  The 
average daily high temperature for August is 90°F; the average daily low temperature for January 
is 42°F (Destin-ation.com, 2010).  Temperatures are equal to or below 32°F on an average of 18 
days and equal or above 90°F on an average of 50 days.  The mean annual precipitation is 62 
inches.  Thunderstorms occur on an average of 80 days, and measurable amounts of precipitation 
occur on an average of 106 days.  Rainfall occurs primarily in the summer and late winter or 
early spring.  The two peak rainfall periods are the primary period of June through September 
and the secondary period of December through April.  Historically, the heaviest rainfall occurs 
during July at an average of 7.2 inches, and the lowest occurs in October at an average of 3.2 
inches (Destin-ation.com, 2010).  Most of the summer rainfall is from scattered showers and 
thundershowers that are often heavy and last only one or two hours.  A monthly weather 
summary is presented in Table 5. 

Hurlburt Field is vulnerable to tropical storms that originate off of North Africa and the 
Caribbean Sea.  The Atlantic hurricane season runs from 1 June through 30 November.  In the 
Hurlburt Field area, the most likely months are August through October.  Historically, this area 
experiences gale-force winds an average of once every three years and hurricane-force winds an 
average of once every six years.  Weather associated with hurricanes includes tornadoes, high 
winds, and extremely heavy rain (Okaloosa County, 2004).   
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Table 5: Weather Statistics Chart By Month (Averages) 
Month High Temp 

(°F) 
Low Temp 

(°F) 
Rainfall 
(Inches) 

Water Temp 
(°F) 

January 61 42 4.0 64 
February 63 44 4.3 64 

March 68 50 6.0 66 
April 76 58 4.5 72 
May 83 65 3.4 78 
June 89 74 5.2 81 
July 89 74 7.2 83 

August 90 74 7.1 85 
September 87 70 6.8 84 

October 80 59 3.2 84 
November 69 48 3.4 72 
December 63 44 5.0 64 

*Source:  Weather.com, 2010 

3.3.1.3 Air Quality 

Air quality in a given location is generally determined by the concentrations of various 
measurable substances in the atmosphere known as “criteria pollutants.”  The type and amount of 
pollutants in the atmosphere, the size and topography of the air basin, and the local and regional 
meteorological influences determine air quality.  

Identifying the affected area for an air quality assessment requires knowledge of pollutant types, 
source emissions rates and release parameters, proximity relationships of project emission 
sources to other emissions sources, and local and regional meteorological conditions.  For inert 
pollutants (those that do not participate in photochemical reactions - i.e., all pollutants other than 
ozone and its precursors), the affected area is generally limited to an area extending a few miles 
downwind from the source.  Pollutant concentrations are compared to federal and state ambient 
air quality standards to determine potential effects.  These standards represent the maximum 
allowable atmospheric concentration that may occur and still protect public health and welfare, 
with a reasonable margin of safety (USAF, 2010c).   

The National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) developed by the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) sets a national limit on the concentrations of “criteria pollutants” in the 
atmosphere of a particular area.  Primary standards set limits to protect public health, including 
the health of "sensitive" populations such as asthmatics, children, and the elderly. Secondary 
standards set limits to protect public welfare, including protection against decreased visibility, 
damage to animals, crops, vegetation, and buildings.  The pollutants of highest concern to the 
EPA are Carbon Monoxide (CO), Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2), Sulfur Dioxide (SO2), particulate 
matter less than or equal to 2.5 and 10 micrometers in diameter (PM1.5 and PM10), Ozone (O3), 
and Lead (Pb) (EPA, 2010b).  The Clean Air Act (CAA) of 1990 requires states to achieve and 
maintain the NAAQS within their borders.  Each state may adopt requirements stricter than those 
of the national standard.  Each state is required by the EPA to develop a State Implementation 
Plan that contains strategies to achieve and maintain the national standard of air quality within 
the state. 
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Air quality is affected by point sources and area sources.  Point source emissions are from a 
single source and are usually passed through a vent or stack.  Area sources are generally 
characterized as a conglomerate of general point sources near each other such as an industrial 
area or manufacturing area.  The status of an area is determined by how “criteria pollutant” 
concentrations in the atmosphere compare to the NAAQS.  Areas that meet the NAAQS are 
designated as attainment.  Conversely, areas that violate the NAAQS are designated as non-
attainment.  Finally, areas where data is insufficient for classification as either attainment or non-
attainment are designated as unclassifiable.  In areas designated as non-attainment, a State 
Implementation Plan is developed to bring the area into compliance with the NAAQS.  
Currently, Okaloosa County is designated as an attainment area for all “criteria pollutants.”  
Table 6 shows the federal NAAQS and the stricter standards adopted by Florida.  

Table 6: Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Air Pollutant Averaging Time 
Federal National Ambient Air 

Quality Standards 
Florida Ambient 

Air Quality 
Standards Primary (>) Secondary (>) 

Carbon Monoxide (CO) 8-hour 9 ppm 9 ppm 9 ppm 
 1-hour 35 ppm 35 ppm 35 ppm 

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) Annual 0.053 ppm 0.053 ppm 0.05 ppm 
Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) Annual 0.03 ppm - 0.02 ppm 

 24-hour 0.14 ppm - 0.10 ppm 
 3-hour - 0.50 ppm 0.50 ppm 

Particulate Matter 
(PM2.5) 

24-hour 35 �g/m3 35 �g/m3 -- 

Particulate Matter 
(PM10) 

Annual Arithmetic 
Mean 

50 �g/m3 50 �g/m3 50 �g/m3 

24-hour 150 �g/m3 150 �g/m3 150 �g/m3 

Ozone (O3) 
8-hour 0.075ppm 0.075ppm -- 

1-hour 1 0.12 ppm 0.12 ppm 0.12 ppm 
Lead (Pb) Calendar Quarter 1.5 �g/m3 1.5 �g/m3 1.5 �g/m3 

Notes: ppm: parts per million 
�g/m3: micrograms per cubic meter 
1 Only applies to non-attainment areas 

Source:  EPA 2010a, Florida Department of Environmental Protection 2010a. 
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In accordance with EO 12088, Federal Compliance with Pollution Control Standards, DoD 
facilities must ensure that all necessary actions are taken for the prevention, control, and 
abatement of environmental pollution with respect to the CAA and other environmental laws.  In 
support of EO 12088, AFI 32-70, Environmental Quality, requires Air Force facilities to comply 
with applicable federal, state, and local environmental laws and standards.  Furthermore, AFI 32-
7040, Air Quality Compliance, establishes a framework for Air Force facilities to follow in order 
to comply with applicable CAA requirements.  Within this framework are the requirements to 
obtain and maintain operating permits as required and to prepare and periodically update a 
comprehensive base emissions inventory (USAF, 2010c).  

Okaloosa County meets current standards for O3 and for all NAAQS Criteria Pollutants (EPA 
2010b).  However, the EPA proposes to lower the NAAQS for 8-hour primary ground-level O3 
to a level within the range of 0.060-0.070 ppm.  The proposed rule was published in the Federal 
Register on January 19, 2010.   In 2013, the O3 standard will most likely be lowered and 
projections are that Okaloosa County will go non-attainment for ozone at that time.  If designated 
non-attainment, there is a provision in the Clean Air Act that requires federal funded 
transportation investments to be consistent with the emissions targets in state implementation 
plans to avoid federal and state sanctions on transportation construction.  The Long Range 
Transportation Plan and the Transportation Improvement Program would be analyzed for 
consistency with air quality goals. The Okaloosa-Walton Transportation Planning Organization 
would develop a Transportation Conformity Plan to show how it will do its part in transportation 
planning to meet Florida’s Implementation Plan goals. 
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An air quality monitoring station (AIRS # 091-0002) was placed in Okaloosa County in 
December 2008 just east of Hurlburt Field in Mary Esther, Florida to collect data through the end 
of 2011 at which time the current status of attainment will be re-evaluated.  Current data from 
that station are provided in Table 7 providing the ten highest daily O3 averages for calendar year 
2009.  

Table 7: Ten Highest Daily Ozone (O3) Averages for Year 2009 

AIRS # A091-0002 

Date Max 8-Hour Average 
 (in parts per million) 

Max 1-Hour Average 
 (in parts per million) 

March 2, 2009 -- 0.071 

March 21, 2009 0.060 -- 

April 8, 2009 0.067 0.071 

April 21, 2009 -- 0.069 

April 22, 2009 0.061 -- 

June 6, 2009 0.061 -- 

June 20, 2009 0.064 0.072 

June 21, 2009 0.062 -- 

June 22, 2009 -- 0.071 

June 23, 2009 -- 0.071 

June 29, 2009 -- 0.071 

June 30, 2009 -- -- 

July 1, 2009 0.064 0.071 

July 2, 2009 0.066 0.070 

July 3, 2009 0.079 0.089 

July 29, 2009 -- -- 

November 15, 2009 0.061 -- 

November 21, 2009 -- -- 

Other air emissions relevant to transportation-related impacts include mobile emissions and 
greenhouse gases (GHG).  The FDEP has not required Hurlburt Field to conduct a mobile source 
emission inventory.  In accordance with EOs 13423, 13514, and EPA's Mandatory Greenhouse 
Gas Reporting Rule, guidance will be forthcoming from the Air Force for the development of 
systems by which GHG emissions will be inventoried, tracked, and reported annually after the 
baseline year Fiscal Year (FY) 2008.  An applicability study conducted Air Force wide revealed 
that Hurlburt Field is well below the 25 metric ton threshold for reporting at this time.  
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3.3.2 Geological Resources 
Geological resources include the physical surface and subsurface features of the earth such as 
physiography, geology, geologic hazards, and soils. 

3.3.2.1 Physiographic 

The interchange at the intersection of US 98 and Cody Avenue, which leads to the main gate at 
Hurlburt Field, is located in the Gulf Coastal Lowlands physiographic region.  The Gulf Coastal 
Lowlands (GCL) are a series of coast-parallel terraces composed of clastics (i.e. consisting of 
rock or mineral fragments) that extend to higher inland elevations; terraces are separated by an 
escarpment or gentle slope.  The GCL are generally characterized by beach ridge plains, 
shorelines, and marine terraces formed during the Pleistocene Epoch or Ice Age between 10,000 
and 1.8 million years ago.  The terrace complexes are predominantly underlain by sand with 
local occurrences of clay, shell beds, and peat.  The inland elevations of the terraces occur at 
about 150 feet, 100 feet, and 35 feet.  The terrace is present at approximately 10 feet but is 
poorly preserved.  Elevations in these lowlands range from 0 to 100 feet above National 
Geodetic Vertical Datum (USAF, 2010c).  

3.3.2.2 Geology 

Millions of years ago, Florida began as limestone formed at the bottom of a shallow sea.  
Panhandle Florida has been slowly emerging from the sea since at least some time in the 
Miocene geologic period.  The age of surface sediments, therefore, is older near the Alabama and 
Georgia borders and becomes progressively younger toward present sea level.  The floor of each 
stand of the sea was a relatively flat, gently seaward-sloping terrace when first exposed by the 
receding shoreline.  Terraces are separated from each other by step-like escarpments or by subtle 
changes in relief.  Since their emergence, terraces have been eroded and dissected by streams and 
rivers.  Entire strata have been removed in some areas, and materials from other strata have been 
deposited on top of lower terraces and rearranged by the erosive power of water 
(Wolfe et al., 1988).  

3.3.2.3 Geologic Hazards 

Geologic hazards in the area are negligible; there are no sinkholes and no damage is likely from 
seismic events in Florida or Southern Alabama (USAF, 1992). 

3.3.2.4 Soils 

A listing of the types of soils identified within the proposed project area is presented in Table 8, 
and these are illustrated in Figure 3.3.2.4-1.  The Soil Map indicates that the soils in the 
immediate study area are conducive to roadbed construction. 



Affected Environment Natural Environment - Geological Resources 

 Environmental Assessment of 3-9 
 US 98 at the Entrance to Hurlburt Field 

Table 8: Soil Descriptions 

Symbol Soil Name 
Soil Classification Permeability 

(In/ Hour) 

Suitability 
for Road 
Subgrade Unified 1 AASHTO 2 

4 Chipley, 0 to 5 percent slopes SP-SM A-3, A-2-4 6-20 Fair 

6 Dorovan muck, frequently flooded PT ----- .6 - 2.0 Poor 

10 Kureb sand, 0 to 8 percent slopes SP, SP-SM A-3 6-20 Good 

17 Mandarin, 0 to 3 percent slopes SP, SP-SM A-3 6-20 Fair 

21 Resota sand, 0 to 5 percent slopes SP, SM, SP-SM A-3, A-2-4 >20 Good 

22 Rutledge sand, depressional SP-SM, SM A-2, A-3 6-20 Poor 

27 Urban land ----- ----- ----- Good3  

48 Pickney loamy sand, depressional SM, SP-SM A-2 6-20 Poor 

Source: USDA, 1995. 
1 Based on the Unified Soil Classification System. 
2 Based on the AASHTO Soil Classification System.  
3 As determined by SPT borings 

Most of the soils in the study area have high rates of permeability, being classified as SP, SM, or 
SP-SM by the unified soil classification system or A-2, A-3, or A-2-4 by AASHTO.  Based on 
the Okaloosa County Soil Survey, there are three predominant soil types within the approximate 
project limits. (This soil description pertains only to the near-surface soils - generally less than 6 
feet in depth.)  The soil types are indicated by map unit number 4, 6, and 27, which correspond 
to the Chipley, Dorovan muck, and Urban Soils.  A brief description of each follows: 

• Chipley - This soil is located south of the proposed project and at the northeastern limits 
on Hurlburt Main. The soil consists of somewhat poorly drained, very dark sand about 6 
inches deep with under laying sand to a depth of 80 inches or more. Permeability is rapid 
and available water capacity is low. 

• Dorovan - This soil appears to be located at the western end of the proposed project 
limits. This soil type was not encountered during the geotechnical field investigation; 
however, the soil consists of black muck to a depth of 60 inches or more overlying very 
dark grayish brown sand that extends to a depth of 80 inches or more. Dorovan soils are 
moderate in permeability and have very high water capacity. 

• Urban - Urban land consists of areas that are 75 percent or more covered with streets, 
houses, commercial buildings, parking lots, shopping centers, industrial parks, airports 
and related facilities. Urban soil consists of several types of soils, all too small in area to 
map separately. 



Affected Environment Natural Environment - Geological Resources 

 Environmental Assessment of 3-10 
 US 98 at the Entrance to Hurlburt Field 

During the 2003 PD&E study, soil investigations were conducted to determine the soil 
characteristics with respect to road construction. Nine hand auger borings were performed to a 
depth of 6 feet along the northern and southern sides of US 98.  Two Standard Penetration Test 
(SPT) borings were performed within the approximate locations of the proposed construction to 
depths of 130 feet below ground level.  The two SPT borings were placed such that they would 
be applicable to any alignment selected as a result of this EA.  The soils encountered in the hand 
auger and SPT borings on the roadway portion of this project consist predominantly of fine sands 
and slightly silty to silty fine sands.  Neither organic (muck) material nor material unsuitable for 
use in roadway construction was encountered in the findings during the subsurface investigation.  
The borings performed for this phase were performed within the existing ROW.  No significantly 
thick unsuitable stratum was encountered; however, this does not imply that unsuitable soils will 
not be encountered elsewhere when a more extensive design evaluation is performed (HDR, 
2000a). 
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3.3.3 Water Resources 

3.3.3.1 Surface Water 

Runoff from the proposed project area is currently collected in roadside ditches and conveyed to 
several outfall drainage basins that eventually drain to the Santa Rosa Sound. Figure 3.3.3.1-1 
identifies these outfall basins (as obtained from Hurlburt’s GIS database). The drainage basins 
within the proposed project area are described in Table 9. 

Table 9: Stormwater Outfall Basins 
Basin ID Comments 

7 Ditch that conveys runoff from US 98 & Basin 7 to a permitted stormwater pond North of Whitbeck St. 
8 Stormwater conveyance through Basin 8 to Santa Rosa Sound. 
9 Ditch that conveys runoff through Basin 9 to Santa Rosa Sound. 
11 Ditch that conveys runoff from US 98 & Basin 11 to a permitted stormwater pond East of Kissam St. 

26 Basin 26 runs along Campaign St. & drains to a permitted stormwater pond associated with a new 
security gate and Santa Rosa Sound. 

The proposed project area contains six existing cross drains (shown in Figure 3.3.3.1-1, as 
Stormwater Flow Lines underneath US 98) serving the outfall drainage basins (Table 10). In 
addition, there are three stormwater ponds, all located immediately south of US 98, that provide 
treatment for stormwater leaving Hurlburt Field. These ponds received permits from FDEP under 
the previous stormwater regulation (62-25, F.A.C.). As of October 2007, 62-346, F.A.C. became 
effective and requires attenuation as well as water quality treatment if certain thresholds are 
tripped. Physical changes to one or more of the regional ponds described above (for instance as a 
result of proposed construction) may trigger the management system be brought up to 62-346, 
F.A.C. standards for the basin served by that pond. The other stormwater ponds shown in Figure 
3.3.3.1-1 were permitted under 62-346, F.A.C. and are associated with some of the other projects 
listed in Table 3, Section 2.6; page 2-21, of this EA. 

Table 10: Existing Cross Drains 
No. Structure Comments 
1 36” CMP No observed structural damage or scour 
2 36” CMP No observed structural damage or scour 
3 48” RCP No observed structural damage or scour 
4 2 - 54” RCP No observed structural damage or scour 
5 48” RCP No observed structural damage or scour 
6 5’ x 3’ CBC No observed structural damage or scour 
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3.3.3.2 Floodplains 

Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM), prepared by the Federal Emergency Management Agency 
(FEMA) and obtained from the Hurlburt GIS database, were reviewed to determine the location 
of floodplains. The project falls within Community Panel Number 12091C0437H (Figure 
3.3.3.2-1). 

As defined by EO 11988, Floodplain Management, prior to any construction activity in a 
floodplain area, proponents must first prepare a FONPA prior to signature on a FONSI or Record 
of Decision (ROD) document, which documents that there are no practicable alternatives to such 
construction, and that the proposed action includes all practicable measures to minimize harm to 
floodplains. In preparing the FONPA, the Air Force must consider the full range of practicable 
alternatives that will meet the proposed mission requirements. The proposed action must include 
all practicable measures to minimize harm to floodplains.  

The construction activities related to this project are located in FEMA Flood Zone X. The “X” 
denotes areas determined to be outside of the 100-year floodplain. However, as seen on Figure 
3.3.3.2-1, a small (0.01 acre) portion of the proposed ROW easement will traverse Zone AE. 
Zone AE denotes areas determined to be inside the 100-year floodplain. This is the closest AE 
designated floodplain to the proposed interchange improvements and occurs south of Hume 
Drive. At this location, Zone AE parallels Hume Drive for a distance of approximately 500 feet. 
The proponent has committed, in Section 4.1.3.1 and in Section 5.3.3, to avoiding impacts to 
100-year floodplains. 
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3.3.3.3 Groundwater 

The significant aquifers located near the proposed project area are the sand and gravel aquifer 
and the Floridan aquifer.  The shallow sand and gravel aquifer, which provides the uppermost 
source of groundwater in usable quantities, is an unconfined surface unit segregated from the 
underlying limestone Floridan aquifer by low permeability Pensacola Clay.  The sand and gravel 
aquifer consist of the Citronelle Formation and marine terrace deposits; the aquifer ranges in 
thickness from 125 to 150 feet at Hurlburt Field.  The aquifer is composed of clean, fine to 
course sand and gravel often containing silt, silty clay, and peat beds.  The main producing zone 
of this aquifer is located in the southeastern part of Hurlburt Field and is capable of yielding 
more than 300 gallons per minute.  The shallowest portion of the sand and gravel aquifer may be 
at or near the ground surface around the coastal areas (USAF, 2003c).   

During the soil investigations, nine hand auger borings were performed along US 98.  
Additionally, two SPT borings were performed within the approximate locations of the proposed 
construction.  The groundwater table was measured at each of these borings; groundwater was 
encountered at 3 feet below the existing ground surface along US 98.  The seasonal high water 
table (SHWT) levels may be encountered at depths ranging from 3.5 feet to 5.0 feet below the 
existing ground surface.  Groundwater elevations are highly dependent on environmental and 
seasonal conditions such as frequency and magnitude of rainfall patterns, tidal influences, and 
man-made influences such as existing drainage ditches and ponds, underdrains, and areas of 
covered soils (parking lots, side walks, etc.,) (HDR, 2010c). 

Hurlburt Field’s drinking water is supplied through the Floridan aquifer from on-base wells that 
provide water from a depth exceeding 500 feet. Demand for this water would be essentially 
unaffected during construction and operation of the Proposed Action, and the water quality of 
this aquifer would be unaffected because of its depth.  Therefore, no further characterization of 
the Floridan aquifer is provided in this EA (Okaloosa County, 2004). 

Water quality in the sand and gravel aquifer is generally acceptable for potable use with minimal 
treatment and pH adjustment.  Raw water is relatively void of dissolved solids, and is acidic with 
the pH ranging from 4.8 to 5.8 (Okaloosa County, 2004). 
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3.3.4 Biological Resources 
Biological resources include the plants and animals that make up natural communities.  These 
natural communities are dependant upon the climate and landscape position (topography) of the 
area.  The discussion of biological resources is divided into three components: vegetation, 
wildlife, and rare, threatened, or endangered (listed) species.  

3.3.4.1 Vegetation 

The dominant upland vegetation in the sandhill communities along the US 98 and Cody Avenue 
intersection consist of long leaf pine, slash pine, sand live oak and live oak, southern magnolia, 
and saw palmetto. The majority of the wetlands along the corridor is classified by the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service (USFWS) as palustrine/forested and palustrine/emergent and contains 
species like willows, sweetbay magnolia, red maple, cypress, titi, wax myrtle, dahoon holly, 
myrtle-leaved holly, gallberry, fetterbush, ferns, yellow-eyed grass, saw grass, and meadow 
beauty. 

3.3.4.2 Wildlife 

The proposed project corridor has the potential to contain suitable habitat for many animal 
species.  However, existing development and surrounding land use have severed the natural 
wildlife corridors and the associated wildlife movement potential.  While bird species are more 
mobile, the Santa Rosa Sound to the south and US 98 to the north limit the small mammals, 
reptiles, and amphibians associated with the natural communities. Table 11 provides a summary 
of fish and wildlife species found in the vicinity of Hurlburt Field and the Eglin Reservation. 
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Table 11: Summary List of Fish and Wildlife Species Found in the Vicinity of Hurlburt 
Field 

Common Name Scientific Name Common Name Scientific Name Common Name Scientific Name 
Red-cockaded 
Woodpecker 

Picoides 
borealis  Wood Duck Aix sponsa Pine Barrens 

Tree Frog Hyla andersonii 

Northern 
Bobwhite 

Colinus 
virginianus 

Red-winged 
Blackbird 

Agelaius 
phoenicius Five-lined Skink Eumeces 

fasciatus 

Great Horned 
Owl 

Bubo 
virginianus Cotton Mouth Agkistridon 

piscivorus Green Anole Anolis 
carolinensis 

Gopher Tortoise Gopherus 
polyphemus 

Flatwoods 
Salamander 

Ambystoma 
bishopi Garter Snake Thamnophis 

sirtalis 

Indigo Snake Drymarchon 
corais River Otter Lutra canadensis American 

Beaver 
Castor 
canadensis 

Diamondback 
Rattlesnake 

Crotalus 
adamanteus Gray Fox Urocyon  

cinereoargenteus Northern Parula Parula 
Americana  

Six-lined 
Racerunner 

Cnemidophorus 
sexlineatus Ghost Crab Ocypode 

quadratus Periwinkles Littorina 
Irrorata 

Florida Black 
Bear 

Ursus 
americanus 
floridanus 

Least Tern Sterna albifrons Oyster Crassostrea 
virginica  

Fox Squirrel Sciurus niger Loggerhead Sea 
Turtle Caretta caretta Gulf Crab Calinectes smilis 

Least Shrew Cryptodus parva Shorebirds Several genera 
& species 

Long-nosed 
Killifish Fundulus similis 

Cottontail 
Rabbit 

Sylvilagus 
floridanus Fox  Vulpes vulpes  Sheepshead 

Minnow 
Cyprinodon 
variegatus 

Pocket Gopher Geomys pinetus Cotton Rat Sigmodon 
hispidus 

Great Blue 
Heron Ardea herodias 

White-tailed 
Deer 

Odocoileus 
virginianus Opossum Didelphis 

virginiana 
Belted 
Kingfisher 

Megaceryle 
alcyon 

Feral Pig  Sus scrofa Eastern Mole Scalopus 
aquaticus 

Red shouldered 
Hawk  Buteo lineatus 

Salt Marsh 
Rabbit 

Sylvilagus 
aquaticus 

Florida 
Burrowing Owl 

Athene 
cunicularia 

Southeastern 
American 
Kestrel 

Falco sparverius 
paulus  

Slender Glass 
Lizard 

Ophisaurus 
attenuatus Flycatchers Tyrannidae spp. American 

Alligator 
Alligator 
mississippiensis 

Raccoon Procyon lotor Cotton Mouse Peromyscus 
gossypinus 

Pygmy 
Rattlesnake 

Sistrurus 
miliarius 

Beach Mouse  
Peromyscus 
polionotus 
sbspp. 

Black Racer Coluber 
constrictor  Okaloosa Darter  Etheostoma 

okaloosae  

Largemouth 
Bass  

Micropterus 
salmoides Sailfin Shiner Pteronotropis 

hypselopterus   

Source: USAF, 2007 
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3.3.4.3 Listed Species 

According to the Florida Natural Areas Inventory (FNAI), several threatened and endangered 
species have been recorded within the proposed project corridor. Table 12 shows the species that 
have been recorded within the last twenty years and their federal and state status in Okaloosa 
County. Table 13 shows the species and their federal and state status documented as historic 
occurrences, those that have not been observed within the last twenty years. Table 14 shows the 
listed species with potential to occur within the project corridor. 

Table 12: Listed Species Recorded in the Proposed Action Area Within the Last Twenty 
Years  

Species Listing 
Status Habitat Potential 

Amphibian and Reptiles 
Gopher tortoise Gopherus polyphemus ST Xeric upland communities Low 

Plants 
Godfrey’s 

Goldenaster Chrysopsis godfreyi SE Xeric upland communities Low 

Cruise’s 
Goldenaster 

Chrysopsis gossypina ssp. 
cruiseana SE Stable Coastal Dunes Low 

FE - federally endangered;  FT - federally threatened; SE - state endangered; ST - state threatened 
Source: FNAI 
 

Table 13: Listed Species Historically Recorded in the Proposed Action Area Not Recorded 
in the Last Twenty Years  

Species Listing 
Status Habitat Potential 

Plants 
Perforate Reindeer 

Lichen Cladonia perforata FE/SE Coastal Scrub Low 

Gulf Coast Lupine Lupinus westianus SE Coastal Scrub Low 
FE - federally endangered;  FT - federally threatened; SE - state endangered; ST - state threatened 
Source: FNAI 
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Table 14: Listed Species with Potential to Occur within the Proposed Action Area  

Species Listing 
Status Habitat Potential 

Amphibian and Reptiles 
Eastern indigo 

snake 
Drymarchon corais 

couperi FT Most habitat types; xeric uplands; 
(including gopher tortoise burrows) 

Low 
 

Birds 
Bald eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus FT Near large bodies of water Moderate 

Mammals 

Florida black bear Ursus americanus 
floridanus ST Most habitat types including riparian 

areas Low 

Plants 
Pine-woods 
Bluestem Andropogon arctatus ST Coastal Scrub Low 

Hairy Wild Indigo Baptisia calycosa var. 
villosa ST Xeric upland community Low 

Curtis’ sandgrass Calamovilfa curtissii ST Wet prairies and savannas Low 
Panhandle Lily Lilium iridollae SE Floodplain forest, bogs, swamps Low 

West’s Flax Linum westii SE Wet flatwoods and depression ponds Low 
Hummingbird 

Flower Macranthera flammea SE Seepage slopes, edges of baygalls Low 

Primrose-flowered 
Butterwort Pinguicula primuliflora SE Seepage Slope, bogs Low 

Yellow Fringeless 
Orchid Platanthera integra SE Seepage Slope, bogs Low 

Large-leafed 
jointweed Polygonella macrophylla ST Upland communities Low 

White-top pitcher 
plant Sarracenia leucophylla SE Wet prairies and savannas Low 

Florida flame azalea Rhododendron austrinum SE Slope forests Low 
Small-flowered 
Meadowbeauty Rhexia parviflora SE Seepage slopes and depression 

marshes Low 

Panhandle meadow-
beauty Rhexia salicifolia ST Wet Prairies and savannas Low 

Pineland Hoary-pea Tephrosia mohrii ST Coastal scrub Low 
Chapman’s 
Crownbeard Verbesina chapmanii ST Wet Prairies and savannas Low 

Harper’s Yellow-
eyed Grass Xyris scabrifolia ST Seepage slopes and bogs Low 

FE - federally endangered;  FT - federally threatened; SE - state endangered; ST - state threatened 
Source: FNAI 
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The federal and state listed species presented in Table 14 above have the potential to occur 
within a one-mile radius of the Proposed Action. Therefore, species surveys were conducted to 
determine if adverse impacts to any listed species are likely to occur as a result of the Proposed 
Action. Based on surveys, historic and current disturbances in the vicinity of the Proposed 
Action it was determined no federal or state listed species will be adversely impacted by the 
Proposed Action. The wildlife species (including gopher tortoise) listed in Table 14 are 
described below. 

Eastern indigo snake 

The federally threatened Eastern indigo snake is the largest non-venomous snake in North 
America and can grow up to 125 inches in length. The USFWS listed the Eastern indigo snake as 
threatened in 1978 (FR Vol. 43 No 52:11082-11093). It generally requires very large tracts of 
land to survive and Eglin Reservation provides an ideal habitat with large expanses of 
undeveloped and undisturbed land. Indigos utilize a diverse range of habitats, from flatwoods, 
hammocks, stream bottoms, cane brakes, riparian thickets, and high ground with deep, well-
drained to excessively drained, sandy soils. Habitat preferences vary seasonally. Pine sandhill 
winter dens are used from December to April. Summer territories are selected from May to July. 
From August through November, indigo snakes are frequently located in shady creek bottoms. 
These seasonal changes in habitat encourage the maintenance of travel corridors that link these 
different habitat types (Hallam et al., 1998). They are considered commensals of the gopher 
tortoise, wintering over in their burrows in the uplands, but foraging in more mesic to hydric 
habitats. The Eastern indigo snake is found throughout Florida, but is rare in most areas. There is 
a low potential for the indigo snake in the Proposed Action area. 

Bald eagle 

As of August 8, 2007, the USFWS has removed (de-listed) the bald eagle from the federal 
endangered species list. However, protection would continue under the Bald and Golden Eagle 
Protection Act and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. The National Bald Eagle Management 
Guidelines would take the place of the 1987 Habitat Management Guidelines which operated 
with 750-foot and 1,500-foot buffers around active nests. The proposed guidelines require one 
660-foot no activity buffer zone for projects of any size that are visible from the nest. The bald 
eagle most commonly uses habitats close to bays, rivers, lakes or other bodies of water providing 
good food sources.  Bald eagles generally nest in tall pine trees and return to the same nest year 
after year. Most bald eagles in northern and central Florida migrate north out of the state in May-
July after the breeding season but some birds from northern populations migrate to northern 
Florida in the winter. No active bald eagle nests are documented within 660-feet of the Proposed 
Action corridor.  

Gopher tortoise 

The state threatened gopher tortoise is a terrestrial tortoise that lives primarily in well managed 
upland scrub habitats.  They typically feed in the dawn and dusk hours and spend most of the day 
in their burrows.  Eglin Reservation provides excellent habitat and foraging areas for the gopher 
tortoise.  No gopher tortoises or active burrows were located within the Proposed Action 
corridor. 
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Florida black bear 

The state threatened Florida black bear is a large mammal that inhabits large expanses of 
undeveloped land for foraging.  Their range is throughout north Florida and commonly found on 
Eglin Reservation. The black bear moves through various habitats such as pine flatwood 
communities and floodplain areas foraging primarily on berries and insects.  Most sitings on the 
reservation occur during the dawn and dusk hours as the bear is mostly nocturnal and feeds 
during the cooler hours of the day. Eglin Reservation has taken numerous measures to protect the 
bear from development and habitat degradation. Vehicle traffic and development are the primary 
problems for the bear. There is a low potential for impacts to the Florida black bear as the 
Proposed Action corridor is in area that has been severed from primary habitat and greenways 
utilized by the Florida black bear. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

(Intentionally left blank) 

 

 



Affected Environment  Natural Environment - Wetlands 

 Environmental Assessment of 3-23 
 US 98 at the Entrance to Hurlburt Field 

3.3.5 Wetlands  
Wetlands are defined as those areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or groundwater at 
a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal conditions do support, a 
prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions (Army, 1987).  
Wetlands are the most productive ecosystems in the world (Mitsch and Gosselink, 1993).  Values 
associated with biological productivity of wetlands include: water quality, flood control, erosion 
control, community structure and wildlife support, recreation, aesthetics, and commercial 
benefits as well as serving to control the local climate.  Many wetlands return over two-thirds of 
their annual water inputs to the atmosphere through evapotranspiration (Richardson and 
McCarthy, 1994).  

3.3.5.1 Wetland Regulations 

Wetlands are regulated pursuant to Section 404 of the CWA, EO 11990, Protection of Wetlands, 
and Chapter 373, Florida Statutes (F.S.).  The USACE and NWFWMD or FDEP have 
jurisdiction over wetlands in the proposed project area.  For projects on federally owned property 
at an Air Force installation where avoidance of wetlands impacts is not feasible, the Deputy 
Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for Environment, Safety, and Occupational Health must be 
notified in accordance with EO 11990.  According to EO 11990, May 24, 1977, the Air Force 
will seek to preserve the natural values of wetlands while carrying out its mission on both Air 
Force lands and non-Air Force lands. To the maximum extent practicable, the Air Force will 
avoid actions which would either destroy or adversely modify wetlands. The Air Force will fully 
disclose the location of wetlands, and any land-use restrictions imposed by regulatory authority, 
on lands that are transferred or sold to non-federal entities. Prior to any construction activity in a 
wetland area (as defined by EO 11990), proponents must first prepare a FONPA prior to 
signature on a FONSI or ROD document, which documents that there are no practicable 
alternatives to such construction, and that the proposed action includes all practicable measures 
to minimize harm to wetlands. In preparing the FONPA, the Air Force must consider the full 
range of practicable alternatives that will meet the proposed mission requirements. The Proposed 
Action must include all practicable measures to minimize harm to wetlands. The proponent of 
any activity that may affect known or suspected wetlands is required to conduct jurisdictional 
wetland delineations. 

3.3.5.2 Proposed Project Area 

Wetland delineations were provided by Hurlburt Field in GIS format.  Hurlburt Field had the 
FDEP and USACE perform a formal wetland jurisdictional determination.  The wetlands shown 
on Figure 3.3.5.2-1 represent jurisdictional boundaries of wetlands of both regulatory agencies 
along the proposed project corridor in relation to the Proposed Action. The wetland was 
classified according to the USFWS manual, “Classification of Wetlands and Deepwater Habitats 
of the United States” (Cowardin et. al., 1979). 
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The nearest wetland, wetland 1, is located in the southwest quadrant at the corner of US 98 and 
Campaign Street.  This wetland is Forested, Broad-leaved Evergreen, Needle-leaved Evergreen, 
Saturated/Semipermanent/Seasonal (PFO3/4Y) along the northern limits and contains emergent 
vegetation to the south.  The emergent vegetation is associated with a maintained ditch, which 
borders the western limits of the wetland.  The ditch is connected to the Santa Rosa Sound via a 
culvert located along the southwestern boundary (HDR, 2010f). 

Wetland canopy vegetation within the proposed project area corridor consists of slash pine 
(Pinus elliotii), willows (Salix spp.), sweetbay (Magnolia virginiana), red maple (Acer rubrum), 
and cypress (Taxodium spp.).  The understory and groundcover consist of species such as titi 
(Cliftonia monophylla), wax myrtle (Myrica cerifera), dahoon holly (Ilex cassine), myrtle-leaved 
holly (Ilex myrtifolia), gallberry (Ilex glabra and coriacea), fetterbush (Lyonia lucida), ferns 
(Osmunda spp.) and (Woodwardia spp.), yellow-eyed grass (Xyris spp.), saw grass (Cladium 
jamaicense) and meadow beauty (Rhexia spp.).   

Public uses of the wetlands are limited by the proximity to the roadway and the controlled access 
points associated with a military installation and security gates as well as residential 
development on both sides of the project.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

(Intentionally left blank) 



Affected Environment  Natural Environment - Map of Wetlands 

 Environmental Assessment of 3-25 
 US 98 at the Entrance to Hurlburt Field 

 
 



Affected Environment  Natural Environment - Noise 

 Environmental Assessment of 3-26 
 US 98 at the Entrance to Hurlburt Field 

3.3.6 Noise 
This section provides a description of noise, the region of influence (ROI), area noise receptors, 
and the affected environment. 

3.3.6.1 Noise Description 

Noise is defined, as any sound that is undesirable because it interferes with communication, is 
intense enough to damage hearing, or is otherwise annoying.  Human response to noise varies 
according to the type and characteristics of the noise sources, distance between source and 
receiver, receiver sensitivity, and time of day.   

Sound is measured with instruments that measure variations in air pressure, which are used to 
calculate instantaneous sound levels in decibels (dB).  A-weighted sound level measurements 
(often denoted dBA) are used to characterize sound levels that the human ear responds to 
especially well by emphasizing mid-frequencies and de-emphasizing the low and high 
frequencies.  The C-weighted sound level, denoted dBC, is used less frequently but is practical 
when measuring impulsive sounds such as blasts.  Unlike A-weighting, the C-weighting does not 
de-emphasize the low frequencies within the audible spectrum.  

Noise can be presented as day-night average sound level (DNL), a cumulative metric that 
accounts for the total sound energy occurring over a 24-hour period with a 10-dB penalty added 
to those operations between 10:00 pm and 7:00 am.  The DNL is the preferred metric of the U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development, the Federal Aviation Administration, and the 
EPA.  Most studies have demonstrated that people are exposed to DNL of 50 to 55 dBA or 
higher on a daily basis.  Research has indicated that approximately 87 percent of the population 
is not highly annoyed by outdoor sound levels below 65 dBA DNL (FICON, 1992).  Therefore, 
65 dBA DNL is typically used to help determine compatibility of military operations with local 
and community land use.   

Other descriptors used to describe time-varying sound levels are the equivalent sound level 
(LEQ) and the sound exposure level (SEL). LEQ represents the continuous sound level having 
the same acoustic energy and time interval as the actual fluctuating sound event. For example, 8-
hr LEQ signifies that the continuous sound level is measured over an 8 hour period. SEL is a 
measure of the total acoustic energy transmitted to the listener. It represents the sound level of a 
constant sound that would, in one second, generate the same acoustic energy, as did the actual 
time-varying noise event (USAF, 2003b).  

3.3.6.2 Region of Influence 

Based on the roadway segment traffic volumes, proposed typical section, posted speed, and land 
use, this project consisted of one Noise Sensitive Area (NSA). NSA "A" begins at the western 
end of the proposed project limits, which is approximately 4,150 feet west of the US 98 and 
Cody Avenue interchange, and extends eastward approximately 1.9 miles to a point located 
approximately 5,850 feet east of the  interchange. 
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3.3.6.3 Noise Sensitive Receptors 

Each noise sensitive site analyzed depicts an individual noise sensitive receptor.  Noise sensitive 
receptors are defined as any property (owner occupied, rented, or leased) where frequent exterior 
human use occurs and where a lowered noise level would be of benefit.  In those situations 
where there are no exterior activities to be affected by the traffic noise, the interior of the 
building shall be used to identify a noise sensitive receptor.  Mission requirements, including 
aircraft over flights, at Hurlburt Field could also contribute to the noise sources. 

The land use surrounding and adjacent to the proposed project area consists primarily of 
federally owned property (Hurlburt Field).  The land use changes to mixed single-family/multi-
family residential and low intensity commercial near the project limits along US 98.  The city of 
Mary Esther is located approximately 500 feet east of the eastern project limits. 

Most of the noise sensitive sites are within 95 to 255 feet of the closest existing centerline.  All 
of the 24 noise sensitive sites are within 300 feet of the centerline.  The surrounding terrain 
within NSA "A" is relatively flat near the roadway.  An approximate 6-foot high privacy wall is 
located between US 98 and some of the north and south residential receptors in the proposed 
project area west of the Hurlburt Field entrance.  There are no other unusual features that could 
significantly influence the noise propagation environment. 

3.3.6.4 Affected Environment 

The FHWA Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC), summarized in Table 15, establish guidelines for 
traffic noise impact assessment with respect to various land uses.  If one or more noise sensitive 
receptors are affected by project related traffic noise levels that approach or exceed the 
abatement criteria or that substantially exceed (15 dBA) existing noise levels, then abatement 
measures must be considered.  By FDOT guidelines, as approved by FHWA, approaching the 
criteria means within 1 dBA of the appropriate FHWA NAC.  If the abatement criteria is not 
approached or exceeded or if projected traffic noise levels do not substantially exceed existing 
noise levels, abatement measures normally will not be considered.  For this analysis, noise 
impacts were identified for locations whose predicted noise levels were 1 dBA less than the 
FHWA criteria for the Activity Category "B" and "C".  Existing noise levels within NSA “A” are 
contained in Table 16 (HDR, 2010d). 
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Table 15: FHWA Noise Abatement Criteria  

Activity 
Category 

Abatement Level 
(in LAeq1h) Description of Activity Category 

FHWA FDOT 

A 57 56 (Exterior) 

Lands on which serenity and quiet are of 
extraordinary significance and serve an 
important public need and where the 
preservation of those qualities is essential if 
the area is to continue to serve its intended 
purpose. 

B 67 66 (Exterior) 

Picnic areas, recreation areas, playgrounds, 
active sports areas, parks, residences, motels, 
hotels, schools, churches, libraries, RV Parks, 
day care centers and hospitals. 

C 72 71 (Exterior) Developed lands, properties, or activities not 
included in Categories A and B above. 

D N/A N/A Undeveloped lands 

E 52 51 (Interior) 
Residences, motels, hotels, public meeting 
rooms, schools, churches, libraries, hospitals, 
and auditoriums. 

 

Table 16: Noise Sensitive Area "A" Existing Noise Levels 

Noise Receptor NAC 
(dBA) 

Existing Hourly 
LAeq1h (dBA) 

1 - Residence 67 57.5 
2 - Residence 67 57.5 
3 - Residence 67 57.6 
4 - Residence 67 57.3 
5 - Residence 67 57.6 
6 - Residence 67 60.1 
7 - Residence 67 60.7 
8 - Residence 67 60.5 
9 - Residence 67 60.6 
10 - Residence 67 60.5 
11 - Residence 67 61.0 
12 - Residence 67 58.5 
13 - Residence 67 59.7 
14 - Residence 67 63.4 
15 - Residence 67 63.3 
16 - Base Offices 72 65.2 
17 - Residence 67 60.7 
18 - Residence 67 60.9 
19 - Residence 67 59.9 
20 - Residence 67 59.9 
21 - Residence 67 59.9 
22 - Residence 67 59.7 
23 - Residence 67 60.1 
24 - Residence 67 60.8 
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3.3.7 Cultural Resources 
Cultural resources consist of prehistoric and historic districts, sites, structures, artifacts, or any 
other physical evidence of human activities considered important to a culture, subculture, or 
community for scientific, traditional, religious, or other reasons. Cultural resources can be 
divided into three major categories: archaeological resources (prehistoric and historic), 
architectural resources, and traditional cultural resources. Archaeological resources are locations 
and objects from past human activities. Architectural resources are those standing structures that 
are usually over 50 years of age and are of significant historic or aesthetic importance. 
Traditional cultural resources hold importance or significance to Native Americans or other 
ethnic groups in the persistence of traditional culture.  

The significance of such resources relative to the Native American Graves Protection and 
Repatriation Act and/or eligibility for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) is considered a part of the EA process. The regulations and procedures in 36 CFR 800, 
which implements Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, requires federal 
agencies to consider the effects on properties listed in, or eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. 

Prior to approval of the proposed action, Section 106 requires that the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation be afforded the opportunity to comment (USAF, 2003b). 

3.3.7.1 Local Area History 

The Early American period in west Florida essentially encompasses the nineteenth-century 
following the Second Spanish period.  In 1821, Spain ceded its holdings in the Southeast and 
Florida became an American Territory.  The lumber and Naval Stores industries became major 
subsistence activities and economic factors in the American settlement of the northern Gulf 
Coast. Ports along the northern Gulf coast became cultural centers and shortly after the Civil 
War, railroads provided a boost to the thriving lumber and timber products industry.  By 
the1880s, the turpentine industry was a major industry in the area.  Fishing had long been a 
mainstay of early American life in these coastal communities. 

The early 20th century brought a world war (WWI) in 1914 followed in the 1920’s by a period of 
economic prosperity known as the “Roaring 20’s.”  The economic base of the populous was 
largely based on agrarian activities such as small farms, fishing communities, as well as 
production of timber and naval stores.  Near the end of the first half of the twentieth century this 
isolated coastal area saw dramatic change with the coming of yet another world war (WWII).  

The United States military has had a prominent presence in this area throughout most of the 20th 
century. Hurlburt Field, also known as Field 9, saw limited use during World War II.  It was 
virtually abandoned after the war until the 1950's when a Light Bombardment Wing and an Air 
Defense Missile Wing was established there (Thomas & Campbell, 1993). In 1968, it became 
home for the 16th SOW (currently 1 SOW). Currently, Hurlburt Field performs numerous 
important missions for the United States military (Section 3.2). 



Affected Environment Natural Environment - Cultural Resources 

 Environmental Assessment of 3-30 
 US 98 at the Entrance to Hurlburt Field 

3.3.7.2 Archaeological Surveys 

A Phase I Cultural Resource survey was conducted during May 2003 for this proposed project 
area.  The goal of this survey was to identify any archeological sites or historic structures within 
the proposed project area that might be potentially eligible for nomination in the NRHP.  
Although one isolated find, a chert flake, (a variety of silica that contains microcrystalline quartz 
or a siliceous rock of chalcedonic or opaline silica occurring in limestone) was recovered during 
the survey, there were no significant archeological features associated with it.  Aside from the 
isolated find, there were no archeological sites or historic structures discovered within the 
proposed project area during this Phase I study (HDR, 2003e). 

3.4 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS AND WASTES MANAGEMENT 

Hazardous materials and wastes include substances that, because of their quantity, concentration, 
physical, chemical, or infectious characteristics, may present danger to public health or welfare 
or to the environment when released or otherwise improperly managed. 

Air Force Instruction (AFI) 32-7086, Hazardous Materials Management, primarily establishes 
hazardous materials management at Air Force installations. The AFI incorporates the 
requirements of all Federal regulations, other AFIs, and DoD Directives, for the reduction of 
hazardous material uses and purchases (USAF, 2003b). 

Environmental programs at Hurlburt Field to control hazardous materials and wastes include, but 
are not limited to: asbestos, hazardous material management, hazardous waste management, 
pollution prevention, storage tanks, lead-based paint, pesticides, solid waste, wastewater, and the 
installation restoration program.  All programs are managed in accordance with applicable 
federal, state, local, DoD, and Air Force instructions, standards, laws, and regulations that apply 
to the installation. Most of these programs would not be impacted by the construction and use of 
the new interchange at the main gate to Hurlburt Field and are not discussed or analyzed in this 
assessment. 

A preliminary hazardous materials evaluation was conducted to determine the potential for 
contamination from properties and business operations located within the proposed project area. 
Since the identification of potential contamination problems was a primary objective of the 
evaluation, all parcels subject to ROW acquisition were located and identified.  Field reviews 
were performed to determine business names, types, and general site characteristics of each 
parcel.  Special attention was paid to any business, which might handle potentially contaminating 
materials or generate contaminated waste.  The methodology utilized for investigation involved: 
coordination with the appropriate regulatory agencies; obtaining lists of hazardous class 
information (generators, transporters, etc.), stationary tanks, and known leaks and spills; 
obtaining and evaluating aerial photographs from 1979, 1983, 1995, and 2001 to determine 
potential contamination problem areas; conducting site visits to document the existing conditions 
at the site, to verify information provided by others, and to identify other potentially 
contaminated sites within the vicinity of the project; and determining the contamination potential 
for each property within the proposed project limits. 
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Due to the mobile nature of pollutants in soils and groundwater, sites located in close proximity, 
but not included in the actual ROW acquisition, were also evaluated; especially if there was any 
evidence of involvement with contaminants.  

Through historical and regulatory searches and inspections within the proposed project area, one 
(1) site was identified for further evaluation for potential contamination.  This site is located 
adjacent to the Santa Rosa Sound south of the project (Figure 3.4.1-1) and is associated with a 
petroleum-refueling pier, specifically aviation fuel.  This pier is connected via an underground 
pipeline to above ground storage tanks on Hurlburt Field.  The pipeline runs northward under US 
98 and has been relocated.  This site (POL Valve Pit-Site 214) was identified in November 1999 
when Hurlburt Field personnel performing maintenance work reported odors similar to jet fuel in 
the soils surrounding a valve pit adjacent to the refueling pier.  Initial investigations determined 
that soil contamination extended north and west of the valve pit in increasing concentrations.  
Additional fieldwork began in May 2001 and was completed in June 2001 to further delineate 
and characterize the contamination.  A draft Site Assessment Report was completed in October 
2001 to present the findings.  Results and recommendations were reported to the regulatory 
agencies (HDR, 2003d).  The contaminated soil was removed and replaced, and the site was 
resodded (Pruitt, 2003a). 

In addition, as a result of the potential ROW requirements associated with the proposed project 
and in accordance with AFI 32-7066, Environmental Baseline Survey in Real Estate 
Transactions, an environmental baseline survey (EBS) will be required to document the nature, 
magnitude, and extent of any potential environmental contamination of real property located on 
Hurlburt Field, specifically in the ROI of the US 98 at Cody Avenue intersection.  
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3.5 LOCAL COMMUNITY 

This section describes socioeconomic resources, environmental justice, land use and aesthetics, 
and transportation. 

3.5.1 Socioeconomics 
Socioeconomic resources are described in this section using demographic and employments 
measures. The Proposed Action does not involve the relocation of personnel to or from Hurlburt 
Field; therefore, this analysis does not include any discussion of housing, schools or other 
community service, or infrastructure requirements.  The latest available consistent data are used 
to characterize the socioeconomic resources. 

3.5.1.1 Location and Region of Influence 

Hurlburt Field is located in Okaloosa County in the Florida Panhandle, near the city of Fort 
Walton Beach, Florida. Hurlburt Field lies within the Eglin AFB complex, which encompasses 
more than 724 square miles of land in the Florida Panhandle.  Okaloosa County comprises the 
one-county Fort Walton Beach Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA).  Figure 1.3-1 shows the 
location of Hurlburt Field. 

The socioeconomic ROI for this type of analysis is generally defined by the residence patterns of 
installation personnel and by the number of incoming personnel associated with the action under 
consideration.  No incoming personnel are associated with the action under consideration, and 
the construction labor force is expected to be drawn from the local area.  For this reason, 
Okaloosa County (the Fort Walton Beach MSA) is defined as the ROI (Okaloosa County, 2004). 

3.5.1.2 Population 

The population of Okaloosa County in 2008 was approximately 179,693.  The county’s 
population increased by more than 18 percent during the 1990’s, compared to nearly 23 percent 
for the state of Florida.  From 2000-2008, the county’s population has increased by 5.4 percent, 
while the state as a whole grew 14.7 percent.  

There are nearly 16,000 active duty military and their family members associated with Hurlburt 
Field.  Of these, about 70 percent reside on Hurlburt Field or Eglin AFB, in Mary Esther, or in 
Fort Walton Beach.  Of Okaloosa County’s total population, there are an estimated 36,000 Air 
Force retirees in the area (EDC, 2003).   

3.5.1.3 Employment and Income 

Key indices for measuring the economic strength of a given area include the number of 
individuals’ employed, employment growth, economic diversification, the rate of 
unemployment, and per capita income (PCI).  This section discusses characteristics and growth 
patterns of Okaloosa County employment and income. 
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Total 2008 employment in Okaloosa County was approximately 89,036 (USCB, 2006-2008 
ACS).  Okaloosa County experienced a 34.8 percent increase in employment between 1990 and 
1999, compared to a 29.3 percent increase for the state of Florida (USCB, 2008).  From 2000 to 
2008, Okaloosa County had an approximate 2.3 percent increase in employment, while the state 
had an approximate 2 percent increase in employment. 

Okaloosa County has a somewhat diversified economy as illustrated in Table 3.5.1.3-1.  In 2008, 
the government sector accounted for nearly 11.8 percent of (USCB, 2006-2008 ACS).   

Table 17: Employment By Industry in Okaloosa County 
Industry Employment 

(%) 
Agriculture, Forestry & Mining 0.4 
Construction & Real Estate 9.1 
Education Services, Health Care, and Social Assistance 16.8 
Finance & Insurance 7.3 
Government 11.8 
Retail Trade 12.5 
Information 1.6 
Manufacturing 6.2 
Other Services 16.3 
Professional & Business Services 13.7 
Transportation /Wholesale Trade 4.2 

3.5.2 Environmental Justice 
The President signed EO 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 
Populations and Low-Income Populations, on February 19, 1994.  This EO requires that each 
federal agency identify and address, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human 
health or environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on minority populations 
and low-income populations.  In order to evaluate these potential effects, demographic data on 
minority and low-income populations are provided in this section.  The latest available consistent 
data are used. 

The terms “low-income population” and “minority population” are defined according to 32 CFR 
989.33.  Under this guidance, “Low-Income Population” is defined as persons below the poverty 
level, designated as $12,674 for a family of four in 1989 by the U.S. Bureau of the Census 
(USBC).  The poverty threshold is a function of family size and is adjusted over time to account 
for inflation.  “Minority Population” is defined as persons designated as Black; American Indian, 
Eskimo, or Aleut; Asian or Pacific Islander; Other; and of Hispanic origin in census data.  For 
Census 2002, the Hispanic origin and race designation was separate from the race designation, as 
Hispanic persons can be of any race (USBC, 2003).  The Hispanic population is not broken out 
by race for this analysis.  Within this document, to avoid confusion and eliminate double 
counting, the Hispanic population is differentiated from ethnic (race) minority populations. 
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3.5.2.1 Ethnic Origin 

According to the 2006-2008 American Community Survey (ACS) provided by the USCB, which 
provides the latest consistent data for ethnic composition and poverty status, the 2008 population 
of Okaloosa County was 82.4 percent Caucasian, 9.5 percent African-American, 3 percent Asian 
/Pacific Islander, 2 percent other, and 3.1 percent multi-racial; 5.7 percent are considered 
Hispanic.  In Florida, 76.7 percent of the population is Caucasian and 15.3 percent is African-
American, while persons of the Asian/Pacific Islander, Native American, or Other origin make 
up only about 2.6 percent of the total.  More than 20 percent of the state’s population is of 
Hispanic origin.  The United States is approximately 74.3 percent Caucasian and 12.3 percent 
African-American, with persons of Hispanic origin making up 15.1 percent of the U.S. total 
population (USBC, 2006-2008 ACS). 

3.5.2.2 Low-Income Status 

The 2006-2008 ACS found approximately 8.9 percent of Okaloosa County residents living 
below the poverty level.  In comparison, approximately 12.6 percent of the state’s population and 
13.2 percent of the U.S. population are in this category.  

3.5.3 Land Use and Aesthetics 
Communities categorize land according to its current use, and may restrict future development 
based on those categories.  Thus, the financial value of land is dependent on its land use 
classification as well as other factors.  The aesthetic nature of an area is also dependent in part on 
land use and on the presence or absence of man-made structures.  This section describes the land 
use and aesthetics in the proposed project area. 

3.5.3.1 Land Use 

The land use surrounding and adjacent to the proposed project area consists primarily of 
federally owned property at Hurlburt Field.  The land use changes to mixed singe-family/multi-
family residential and low intensity commercial near the east and west project limits along 
US 98. The city of Mary Esther is located approximately 500 feet from the eastern project limits. 
Generalized existing land use is shown in Figure 3.5.3.1-1 (HDR, 2010c). 

Existing land use on Hurlburt Field has been grouped into 12 general categories designated in the 
Hurlburt Field Land Use Plan (USAF, 1994).  These categories have been consolidated and 
modified slightly into seven general categories as follows: 

• Airfield/Aircraft Operations and Maintenance Industrial/Administrative 
• Community/Commercial/Service/Medical 
• Housing  
• Outdoor Recreation 
• Uncommitted 
• Water 
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3.5.3.2 Aesthetics 

Visual resources consist of the natural and man-made landscape features that appear indigenous 
to the proposed project area and that give a particular environment its aesthetic qualities.  
Impacts to visual sensitivity are assessed in terms of whether the visual resource is of high, 
medium, or low sensitivity. 

High sensitivity resources include designated areas of aesthetic, recreational, cultural, or 
scientific significance that meet certain criteria; examples include wilderness areas, state and 
national parks, wildlife refuge, wild and scenic rivers, and historic areas.  Medium sensitivity 
areas are more heavily developed and contemporary human influences is more apparent. They 
are generally designated for recreational, scenic, and historical use by local authorities, such as 
community parks, highway scenic overlooks, and hiking trails.  All other areas are considered to 
be of low sensitivity (Okaloosa County, 2004). 
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3.5.4 Transportation 
Transportation systems facilitate the movement of people, goods, and materials by ground, 
water, or air.  For transportation systems to be adequate, users must be able to reach their 
destinations within reasonable limits of time, cost, and convenience. 

The Proposed Action addressed in this EA involves roadway transportation.  Existing conditions 
of roads are characterized by LOS as a primary measure of operational efficiency. Other 
performance measures include the comparison of road or gate traffic counts to design capacity 
and the delay in hours a vehicle experiences during periods of peak traffic through the 
intersections. 

Performance of a roadway segment may be expressed in terms of LOS, a qualitative measure of 
operational factors such as speed, travel delay, freedom to maneuver, safety, and time (frequency 
or hours) of operation.  Roadway capacity depends mainly on the street width, number of travel 
lanes, intersection controls, and other physical factors.  The LOS of urban arterial roads is based 
on average travel speed as compared to free-flow conditions.  The capacity and LOS of 
intersections along routes often determine average travel speed on these roads.  In the case of 
Cody Avenue, the LOS is also determined by the capacity of the main gate to Hurlburt Field. 
The LOS scale ranges from A (best) to F (worst), with each level defined by the criteria 
contained in the Highway Capacity Manual 2000, published by the Transportation Research 
Board, National Research Council.  LOS ratings of A, B, C, and D represent good operating 
conditions where minor or tolerable delays are experienced by motorists; as LOS goes from A to 
D, there are increasing levels of congestion, longer waits at signals, and increasing reductions in 
speed from free-flow operations.  A LOS rating of D borders on a range in which small increases 
in flow may cause substantial decreases in speed.  A LOS rating of E represents the roadway at 
capacity, and LOS F represents unacceptable flow conditions; both E and F are characterized by 
average travel speeds of one-third to one-quarter of the free-flow speed and highly congested 
operating conditions.  The desired LOS for US 98 has been established by the MPO as LOS D or 
better (HDR, 2010c).   

Figure 1.3-1 illustrates the main highways and other primary and secondary access roads in the 
vicinity of the proposed project area.  As shown, US 98, the major 4-lane east-west arterial along 
the Gulf of Mexico, connects the Fort Walton Beach area with Panama City to the east and 
Pensacola to the west. 

In addition to being the major east-west arterial, US 98 is also used for access to Hurlburt Field. 
Two of the three gates used for access to Hurlburt and its facilities are located off of US 98. 
These gates provide access to the main portion of the installation, including the airfield, military 
family housing, and the community center. The gate south of US 98 provides access to a small 
military family housing area, and outdoor recreation areas along the Santa Rosa Sound. In 
addition, the new Soundside Club can be accessed south of US 98 without passing through a 
gate. The third gate (back gate) is located off of Martin Luther King Boulevard.  

Based on traffic studies conducted in 2002 and again in 2010, the AADT volume along US 98 
varies from approximately 38,500 VPD east of Cody Avenue to approximately 47,000 VPD west 
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of Cody Avenue.  The AADT passing through the main gate at Hurlburt Field in 2010 was 
estimated to be approximately 8,500 VPD.  The AADT volume is projected to be 9,600 VPD in 
2032.  The AM Peak directional design hour volume (DDHV) passing through the main gate is 
estimated to be 1,900 vehicles per hour in 2010 and 2,210 vehicles per hour in 2032.  The 
heaviest 15-minute peak at the main gate occurs between 7:00 AM and 7:15 AM.  The volume 
during these 15-minutes in 2010 was estimated to be 488 vehicles.  The heaviest 15-minute peak 
volume in 2032 is projected to be 542 vehicles (HDR, 2010a).   

US 98 traffic crash data for 2004 through 2009 was obtained from information compiled by the 
FDOT Safety Office.  The Safety Office makes this information available for PD&E Studies in 
order to help identify existing problem areas.  The characteristics of each crash are broken down 
for direct comparison with all of the other crashes that occurred during the same period.  Some of 
the more important information included in the Summary Report is the type of crash, the number 
of injuries, and the number of fatalities.  Only crashes that resulted in injuries and/or the issuance 
of criminal charges are included in the FDOT summaries.  An estimate of the economic loss, 
property damage, and a safety ratio are determined for each state road section based on the data 
assimilated from the individual crashes occurring in each year. 

The results of the crash analysis are summarized below (HDR, 2010a): 

• A total of 100 crashes were reported on US 98 for the section one mile both east and west 
of the main gate entrance to Hurlburt Field during the 5-year analysis period of January 1, 
2004 through December 31, 2009.  This equates to an annual average of 20.0 crashes per 
year. 

• A total of 86 injuries and one (1) fatality occurred during the analysis period.  This is an 
average of 17.2 injuries and 0.2 fatalities each year. 

• The ratio of the actual crash rate to the critical crash (Safety Ratio) rate averaged 
approximately 0.245 for 2004 through 2009.  The safety ratio never rose above one (1), 
which indicates that the crash rate for US 98 does not exceed the crash rate expected for 
this type of roadway and volume of use in Florida. 

• The most prominent crash type was rear-end collisions, accounting for 32 percent of the 
total crashes. 

• Of the total 100 crashes that occurred during the study period 60 (60 percent) of those 
were related to the entrance of Hurlburt Field along US 98.   
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3.5.5 Utilities 
The utilities located in the proposed project area consist of power, gas, water/sewer, and 
communication lines as well as a fuel pipeline (Figure 3.4.1-1). Generally, the power, gas, 
water/sewer, and communication lines run within the ROW of existing roadways. There will be 
short-term, minimal impacts associated with the relocation of these services especially where the 
interchange is proposed. Where utility lines and easements diverge from the roadways, the 
proponent will have to adhere to strict regulations prohibiting construction activities within these 
areas. Therefore, utility coordination efforts and plans are being developed to insure compliance 
with the rules and regulations of the affected utility companies. 
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

This chapter provides a discussion of the potential for significant impacts to the human 
environment as a result of implementing the Proposed Action, other action alternatives 
(Alternatives B, C, and D), or the No Build alternative and describes potential measures to 
mitigate adverse impacts.  This discussion is based upon information developed in the following 
engineering and environmental technical studies that were conducted as part of the original 2003 
PD&E study discussed in Section 1.2.   

• U.S. 98 at Hurlburt Field Entrance, Okaloosa County Florida, PD&E Study, Draft 
Traffic & Capacity Analysis Report.  HDR Engineering, Inc.  August 2002. Updated 
April 2010. 

• US 98 (SR 30) at the Entrance to Hurlburt Field PD&E Study, Draft Preliminary 
Engineering Report.  HDR Engineering, Inc.  March 2003. Updated April 2010. 

• US 98 (SR 30) at the Entrance To Hurlburt Field PD&E Study, Noise Study Report.  
HDR Engineering, Inc.  May 2003. Revised May 2010. 

• US 98 (SR 30) at the Entrance To Hurlburt Field PD&E Study, Draft Air Quality 
Screening Test Report.  HDR Engineering, Inc.  May 2003. Revised April 2010. 

• US 98 (SR 30) at the Entrance To Hurlburt Field PD&E Study, Draft Contamination 
Screening Evaluation Report.  HDR Engineering, Inc.  May 2003. 

• US 98 (SR 30) at the Entrance To Hurlburt Field PD&E Study, Draft Phase 1 Cultural 
Resources Investigations.  HDR Engineering, Inc.  May 2003. 

• US 98 (SR 30) at the Entrance To Hurlburt Field PD&E Study, Wetland Evaluation 
Report.  HDR Engineering, Inc.  May 2003. Revised April/May 2010. 

• US 98 (SR 30) at the Entrance To Hurlburt Field PD&E Study, Draft Location Hydraulic 
Report.  HDR Engineering, Inc.  June 2003. 

These reports provide baseline information concerning environmental resources and issues, and 
evaluate the potential impacts resulting from alternatives identified at the time the studies were 
completed.  In accordance with NEPA, significant impacts are those that have the potential to 
significantly affect the quality of the human environment.  “Human environment” is a 
comprehensive phrase that includes the natural and physical environments and the relationship of 
people to those environments (40 CFR 1508.14).  Whether or not a Proposed Action 
“significantly” affects the quality of the human environment is determined by considering the 
context in which it will occur and the intensity of the action.  The context of the action is 
determined by studying the affected region, the affected locality, and the affected interests within 
both.  Significance varies depending on the setting of the Proposed Action (40 CFR 1508.27).  
This intensity of an action refers to the severity of the impacts, both regionally and locally.  The 
level at which an impact is considered significant varies for each environmental resource area. 
For each resource area, consideration is given to whether potential environmental effects are 
short-term or long-term, minor or significant, and adverse or beneficial.  Consideration of 
potential cumulative effects and any applicable mitigation measures are also presented (USAF, 
2001).  
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4.1 NATURAL ENVIRONMENT 

Potential impacts to the affected natural environment have been evaluated and are discussed in 
the subsequent sections. 

4.1.1 Air Quality 
Methodology for establishing significance of air quality impacts is based on FDOT guidance as 
established in the PD&E Manual, Part 2, Chapter 16, Air Quality Analysis (FDOT 2006).  
Calculations for CO emissions estimates were made using the computer model, CO Florida 
2004, Version 2.0.5 (August 2004).  This is the model sponsored by the FDOT for estimating CO 
emissions for Florida intersections.  Significant impacts would be a violation of the NAAQS or 
Florida Ambient Air Quality Standards (FAAQS), excessive or frequent exposure of sensitive 
receptors to increased pollutant concentrations (due to high emission rates or proximity to a 
source), or worker or public exposure to a hazardous air pollutant (HAP) in excess of standard.  
Insignificant impacts would be those that are adverse but do not meet the criteria for significant.  
No impact would occur if no measurable change in emissions resulted. A reduction in baseline 
emissions would have a beneficial impact on air quality.  

4.1.1.1 Proposed Action 

Potential temporary effects of the Proposed Action on air quality would be minimal.  
Construction of the proposed interchange would result in temporary, localized emissions 
associated with vehicle and equipment exhaust as well as dust and debris from grading and 
paving.  These impacts will be minimized by adherence to all state and local regulations and to 
the FDOT Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction.  Impacts due to exhaust 
and dust would be considered substantial without the implementation of the BMPs specified in 
the FDOT standard specifications. Impacts due to the generation of vehicle emissions and dust 
will be less than substantial.  However, generally accepted BMPs will be used to mitigate the air 
quality impacts of the Proposed Action. 

Based on the carbon monoxide (CO) air quality screening test results, the Proposed Action 
would not cause, or contribute, to CO concentrations above the one-hour or eight-hour NAAQS.  
The results of an air quality analysis, run through the year 2032, indicated that the CO 
concentrations of the Proposed Action would be in compliance with NAAQS (HDR, 2010b); the 
Proposed Action will actually have a positive impact on air quality relative to the No Build 
alternative, as it will contribute to the general improvement of air quality in the proposed project 
area since US 98 through traffic would not have to stop at the intersection.  Results of the 
analysis are shown in Table 4.1.1.1-1.  As shown, the Proposed Action stayed below the eight-
hour (9 ppm) and one-hour (35 ppm) maximum CO concentration limits set by the NAAQS. The 
project is located in an area which is designated attainment for all NAAQS under the criteria 
provided in the Clean Air Act.  Therefore, the Clean Air Act conformity requirements do not 
apply to the project. Because the Proposed Action would not contribute to a violation of the 
NAAQS and would have inconsequential, localized project effects, no mitigation for operational 
effects is necessary. Furthermore, based on the CEQ’s draft guidance regarding the analysis of 
climate change impacts in NEPA documents; because the Proposed Action is not creating 
increased traffic and because Hurlburt Field is well below the 25 metric ton threshold for 
reporting at this time, further GHG analysis is not warranted as part of this EA. (HDR, 2010b).  
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Table 18: Air Quality Results for the Proposed Action 

Alternative Year 

Average 
Speeds on US 

98/Cody 
Avenue (mph) 

Traffic 
Volumes Receptor 

Max 
1-Hr  
Conc 
(ppm) 

NAAQS 
& 

FAAQS 
1-Hr 

(ppm) 

Max 
8-Hr 
Conc 
(ppm) 

NAAQS 
& 

FAAQS 
8-Hr 

(ppm) VPH 

Proposed 
Action 2012 30/50 3,650 

Hurlburt 
Field main 

gate 
10.0 35 6.0 9.0 

Proposed 
Action 2032 30/50 4,830 

Hurlburt 
Field main 

gate 
9.9 35 5.9 9.0 

4.1.1.2 Other Action Alternatives 

Under the other action alternatives, the affects on air quality would be similar as for the Proposed 
Action as discussed above. 

4.1.1.3 No Build Alternative 

The results of the air quality analysis for the No Build alternative are shown in Table 19 (HDR, 
2010b). The model was run for years 2012 and 2032 and indicates that the CO concentrations at 
the chosen receptor (Hurlburt Field main gate) would not be in compliance with NAAQS in the 
year 2012. The model predicted by the year 2012, the 8-hour concentrations would exceed the 
maximum CO concentration limits (9 ppm) set by the NAAQS. If no action were taken the 
maximum 1-hour concentration would be 16.1 (2012) and 14.6 (2032), while the maximum 8-
hour concentration would be 9.7 (2012) and 8.8 (2032).    

Table 19: Air Quality Results for the No Build 

Alternative Year 

Average 
Speeds on US 

98/Cody 
Avenue 
(mph) 

Traffic 
Volumes Receptor 

Max 
1-Hr Conc 

(ppm) 

NAAQS 
& 

FAAQS 
1-Hr 

(ppm) 

Max 
8-Hr 
Conc 
(ppm) 

NAAQS 
& 

FAAQS 
8-Hr 

(ppm) VPH 

No Build 2012 30/45 4,770 
Hurlburt 

Field main 
gate 

16.1 35 9.7 9 

No Build 2032 30/45 5,460 
Hurlburt 

Field main 
gate 

14.6 35 8.8 9 
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4.1.2 Geological Resources 
Significant impacts to geological resources would occur if the resources are depleted at a local or 
regional level, or if any mass movements or slumping (down slope movement of sediment and 
rock) events triggered by project activities cause irreversible damage or injuries.  Significant 
adverse impacts to soils would result from an accelerated erosion rate (above existing erosion 
rates) or degradation of soil properties.  An insignificant impact would occur if a resource is only 
slightly impacted or is not important to a region.  A beneficial impact could occur if potential 
hazards were reduced or if soil productivity is enhanced (Okaloosa County, 2004). 

4.1.2.1 Proposed Action 

The Proposed Action would have no adverse impact on the geological resources of the area.  
Construction of the road and stormwater pond construction would require clearing and grading.  
The topography along the Proposed Action corridor would be affected by removing some 
elevation in some areas and filling in lower areas.  The topography would be insignificantly 
affected during construction and not impacted after construction.  Due to the shallowness of the 
anticipated excavations, underlying geologic layers would not be impacted.  Operation of the 
roads would not affect the local geology.  No seismic impacts would occur as a result of 
constructing and operating the Proposed Action.  Although the potential for soil erosion during 
construction is low, wind erosion during construction could be substantial during dry periods.  
This erosion could result in sediments entering the roadside ditches and being ultimately 
conveyed by the outfalls to the Santa Rosa Sound.  Construction activities would be staged to 
limit the amount of soil exposed at any one time.  During construction, an erosion control plan 
conforming to FDOT requirements would be followed.  BMPs (such as watering, reestablishing 
ground cover for disturbed areas, sediment basins, and use of sediment barriers during 
construction) would be implemented to reduce the potential for soil erosion.  With the use of 
these BMPs, impacts to soils would be insignificant.  

4.1.2.2 Other Action Alternatives 

Geological resources impacts under the other action alternatives would be insignificant and 
would be similar to the Proposed Action.   

4.1.2.3 No Build Alternative 

No significant or beneficial impacts to geological resources would occur with the No Build 
alternative.
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4.1.3 Water Resources 
An impact to water resources would be considered potentially significant if an aquifer, 
groundwater well, or surface water body is adversely affected, resulting in a measurable change 
in a user’s water supply, or if a water quality criteria, such as a maximum contaminant level 
(MCL), is exceeded.  A decrease in groundwater recharge and increase in runoff could also be 
significant if the stormwater system cannot adequately handle the increased volume of water, 
thus increasing the potential for flooding.  A finding of no impact would result if no measurable 
change is predicted to occur.  A beneficial impact would result from an improvement to water 
quality or quantity by decreasing contaminant levels, decreasing the potential for future 
contamination, or increasing groundwater recharge.  

4.1.3.1 Proposed Action 

Water resources may be affected during construction (typically short-term impacts) or during 
operation of the Proposed Action.  There would be minor impacts to surface waters from 
sedimentation originating during construction.  Due to the abundant rainfall of the region, 
disturbed soil in construction areas and stockpiles of dirt are susceptible to erosion during the 
construction process.  This erosion could result in sediments entering the roadside ditches and 
being ultimately conveyed by the outfalls to the Santa Rosa Sound.  These sediments could 
smother aquatic resources.  Construction through wetland areas would affect an area of exposed 
water and require an ERP Permit (impacts to wetlands are addressed in Section 4.1.5).  An 
erosion control plan following FDOT and NWFWMD/FDEP requirements would be developed 
for the construction of the Proposed Action.  Proper construction techniques using BMPs such as 
sediment barriers, turbidity barriers, and small sediment collection ponds would minimize the 
potential for adverse impacts to surface waters from runoff.  Ground cover would be replaced as 
soon as possible to reduce erosion.  Spill plans and cleanup plans would be followed to prevent 
spills or leaks of hazardous materials or wastes from impacting the environment.  Therefore, 
siltation in the ditches, outfalls and Santa Rosa Sound would be minimal and not considered 
substantial. 

There would be an increase in the amount of stormwater runoff due to the increase in the amount 
of impervious surfaces due to the Proposed Action.  As a result, there would be an increase in 
runoff to the ditches and the stormwater management ponds.  The proposed drainage system will 
maintain the existing drainage patterns.  Runoff will be collected in roadside ditches and 
conveyed to their respective outfalls.  Modifying one or more of the three existing stormwater 
management ponds within the proposed project corridor will provide for additional treatment and 
attenuation volumes required for the Proposed Action.  The existing outfall ditches may require 
modification to handle the increase in runoff.  Consequently, surface water flow would be 
insignificantly impacted. 

The additional ROW (Figure 2.5-1) associated with the real estate easement for the Proposed 
Action will traverse the 100-year floodplain (Zone AE) that occurs along Hume Drive (Figure 
3.3.3.2-1). This easement will encompass a minimal amount of property (0.01 acres) within the 
100-year floodplain. However, no construction activities associated with the Proposed Action 
will occur inside the 100-year floodplain boundary. Furthermore, no regulatory floodways, as 
designated by FEMA, will be impacted. With regard to stormwater management, one of the 
existing stormwater ponds identified for potential improvement is located within Zone AE.  
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Any modification to stormwater management facilities will require coordination with the 
NWFWMD or FDEP. 

It is anticipated that the following permits would be required for construction of the Proposed 
Action: 

• ERP Stormwater Permit (62-346, F.A.C.) 

• NPDES (62-621, F.A.C.) 

Project construction would increase the amount of impervious area, thus increasing the amount 
of and rate of stormwater runoff after the interchange is completed. Surface water quality would 
be protected with the use of BMPs to minimize erosion. 

Excavations below grade would likely encounter groundwater during construction as 
groundwater was encountered at three feet below the surface.  The trend of shallow groundwater 
movement would continue in the direction of surface water flow.  The introduction of additional 
impermeable surface to the proposed project area would further reduce the local recharge area.  
Consequently, the small decrease in overall recharge area would result in an insignificant impact. 

4.1.3.2 Other Action Alternatives 

Impacts to water resources, specifically surface water and groundwater, will be similar to those 
outlined in the Proposed Action and are considered to be insignificant. As seen in Table 20, 
construction activities associated with the Proposed Action or Alternative C will not impact 100-
year floodplains. However, Alternatives B and D will impact approximately 3.30 and 2.50 acres 
of 100-year floodplains, respectively. 

Table 20: Action Alternatives - Floodplain Impacts 

 
Proposed Action: 

SPUI 
(US 98 over Cody Ave.) 

Alternative B: 
SPUI 

(Cody Ave. over US 98) 

Alternative C: 
TUDI 

(US 98 over Cody Ave.) 

Alternative D: 
TUDI 

(Cody Ave. over US 98) 
Total  

100-year Floodplain 
Impacts (Acres) 

0.0 3.30 0.0 2.50 

4.1.3.3 No Build Alternative 

Current impacts to water resources at or adjacent to the proposed project area are insignificant.  
No disturbance from construction would result from the No Build alternative.  Consequently, 
impacts to water resources for this alternative would be insignificant. 
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4.1.4 Biological Resources 
Impacts to biological resources would be significant if the viability of any threatened or 
endangered plant or animal species was jeopardized.  Impacts to biological resources would also 
be significant if the viability of a protected plant or animal species was jeopardized, with little 
likelihood of re-establishment after the action is complete.  An adverse but insignificant impact 
could result if a disturbed population could be re-established to its original state and condition, or 
the population is sufficiently large or resilient to respond to the action without a measurable 
change.  The significance of the impact depends upon the importance of the resource, and the 
proportion of the resource that would be affected relative to its occurrence in the vicinity.  An 
increase in population numbers in response to an enhanced habitat, or the increased viability of a 
species, would be a beneficial impact. 

4.1.4.1 Proposed Action 

Impacts to vegetation, wildlife, and rare, threatened or endangered species from the Proposed 
Action are discussed in the following sections. 

4.1.4.1.1 Vegetation 

A preliminary field survey and literature search was conducted for the proposed project area.  
No special status plants that would be expected to occur in the proposed project area have 
been identified at this time.  Impacts to biological resources from the Proposed Action would 
result primarily from tree clearing and grading activities associated with the construction of 
the interchange.  Grading activities would disturb soils and result in the accumulation of dust 
on the surface of the leaves of trees, shrubs, and herbs.  The respiratory function of the plants 
in the area would be impaired when dust accumulation is excessive.  Disturbed areas would 
be reestablished with ground cover to reduce or prevent wind and water erosion and invasion 
of undesirable weed species.  Additional measures to minimize adverse effects would include 
using straw bale dikes, silt fences, silt traps, or diversion structures during construction to 
contain and reduce waterborne erosion, which could affect biological resources.  The areas 
would be seeded with native or natural grasses, or planted with other vegetation 
(HDR, 2010c).  The effect of the Proposed Action on vegetation in the immediate vicinity of 
the proposed project area is considered adverse, but not significant, since it would not reduce 
plant populations below self-sustaining levels. 

4.1.4.1.2 Wildlife 

Any impacts to the local wildlife species and habitats would be minimal under the Proposed 
Action as existing development and surrounding land use in the proposed project area has 
fragmented the natural corridors and the associated wildlife movement potential.  Because of 
this disturbance; typically only wildlife tolerant of human activity remains in the proposed 
project area.  Due to the fragmented condition of the existing wildlife habitat, any impact 
would be considered insignificant (HDR, 2010c).  BMPs would be implemented to minimize 
impacts to wildlife habitats. 
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4.1.4.1.3 Listed Species 

Although protected species are expected in the area, evidence of these individuals was not 
observed during field studies.  Impacts to threatened or endangered species, species proposed 
to be eligible for such classifications, or critical habitat are not anticipated as a result of the 
Proposed Action (HDR, 2010c).   

4.1.4.2 Other Action Alternatives 

Impacts to vegetation, wildlife, and rare, threatened or endangered species from the other action 
alternatives are discussed in the following sections. 

4.1.4.2.1 Vegetation 

The impact to vegetation under the other action alternatives would be greater due to the 
design of the access loop through wetlands within the construction area.  Wetland impacts 
are discussed further in Section 4.1.5.  Otherwise, impacts to vegetation would be similar to 
the Proposed Action.  

4.1.4.2.2  Wildlife 

Impact to the local wildlife and habitat would be similar to that of the Proposed Action. 

4.1.4.2.3 Listed Species 

The other action alternatives would have similar impact on the rare, threatened, or 
endangered species in the construction area as the Proposed Action. 

4.1.4.3 No Build Alternative 

4.1.4.3.1 Vegetation 

No impact to vegetation would occur implementing the No Build alternative. 

4.1.4.3.2 Wildlife 

Increases in carbon monoxide due to increased traffic congestion would have adverse affects 
to the air quality and therefore have adverse impact on the local wildlife.  Otherwise, there 
would be no impact on the local wildlife species or habitats. 

4.1.4.3.3 Listed Species 

The No Build alternative would have no impact on the local rare, threatened, or endangered 
species. 
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4.1.5 Wetlands 
Significant impacts on wetlands would occur if the interchange construction resulted in altered 
hydrologic flow, drainage of sediment or contaminants into wetland areas, or actual filling or 
destruction of a wetland area.  However, the wetland mitigation required by federal and state 
regulations could reduce a significant impact to insignificant.  Although an individual wetland 
would be adversely affected, the required mitigation would result in an equal or greater amount 
of wetland acreage in the region.  Enhancement or protection of existing wetland areas would 
result in a beneficial impact (MBBC, 2008). In accordance with EO 11990, wetlands within the 
proposed project area were evaluated relative to potential impacts and options for avoiding and 
minimizing such impacts. 

4.1.5.1 Proposed Action 

Under the Proposed Action, no wetlands in the proposed project area would be impacted. 
However, based on the unique qualities, functions, and values associated with wetlands; BMPs 
and the requirement of stormwater management facilities will be implemented to ensure 
protection of these areas. Since the Proposed Action is located along an existing roadway 
corridor, the potential secondary and/or cumulative impacts should have no short- or long-term 
adverse effects on the stability and quality of these wetland systems (HDR, 2010f). 

4.1.5.2 Other Action Alternatives 

Wetland impacts resulting from the other action alternatives have been quantified and are 
presented in Table 21. The Proposed Action is included for comparison purposes with the other 
action alternatives. This analysis indicates that Alternative B results in wetland impacts of 0.95 
acres, Alternative C results in no wetland impacts (similar to the Proposed Action), and 
Alternative D results in wetland impacts of 0.78 acres. 

As shown in Table 21, the other action alternatives with Cody Avenue over US 98 (Alternatives 
B & D) have more wetland impacts occurring to Wetland #1 than the alternatives with US 98 
over Cody Avenue (Alternatives A & C). 

Table 21: Action Alternatives - Wetland Impacts 

Wetland Number 
Proposed Action: 

SPUI 
(US 98 over Cody Ave.) 

Alternative B: 
SPUI 

(Cody Ave. over US 98) 

Alternative C: 
TUDI 

(US 98 over Cody Ave.) 

Alternative D: 
TUDI 

(Cody Ave. over US 98) 
1 0.0 0.95 0.0 0.78 

Total Wetland 
Impacts (Acres) 0.0 0.95 0.0 0.78 

The USACE and the FDEP have claimed jurisdiction over all of the identified wetlands shown in 
Figure 3.3.5.2-1, as evident by a binding jurisdictional determination (JD) conducted by the 
agencies for Hurlburt Field. As a result of the construction of Alternatives B or D, the proponent 
will be responsible for applying and securing an Individual Permit (Section 404) from the 
USACE and an ERP Permit from the NWFWMD or FDEP under Phase II of 62-346, F.A.C., 
(HDR, 2010f). 
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Possible measures for reducing wetland impacts will include the following: 

Avoidance and minimization; to the maximum extent possible, the proponent will avoid and 
minimize direct and indirect disturbance of wetlands through roadway design alternatives. 

After avoidance and minimization are addressed, mitigation may be required pursuant to USACE 
and NWFWMD or FDEP applicable regulations. Further determination will be necessary to 
establish the extent of mitigation and coordination with the USACE and NWFWMD or FDEP 
will be necessary during the design phase before final permits would be issued (HDR, 2010f). 

Mitigation; replace on-site (if possible) any wetland function lost with increased wetland 
function through enhancement of wetland habitat elsewhere on the site or purchase, 
enhancement, and protection of off-site replacement habitat (property) based on consultation 
with the USACE and NWFWMD or FDEP using the Uniform Mitigation Assessment Method 
(UMAM). The proponent will develop a mitigation plan to satisfy the requirements of the 
USACE and NWFWMD or FDEP. Mitigation will require monitoring enhanced or preserved 
wetlands to determine the effectiveness of the replacement, and of any necessary remedial 
measures (HDR 2101f). All mitigation options will be carefully planned with Hurlburt to ensure 
maximum benefit pursuant to the Air Force’s Integrated Natural Resource Management Plan. 

The wetlands were evaluated in compliance with EO 11990, Protection of Wetlands, which 
states, an agency shall consider factors relevant to a proposal's effect on the survival and quality 
of the wetlands. Among these factors are: 

• public health, safety, and welfare, including water supply, quality, recharge and 
discharge; pollution; flood and storm hazards; and sediment and erosion; 

• maintenance of natural systems, including conservation and long term productivity of 
existing flora and fauna, species and habitat diversity and stability, hydrologic utility, 
fish, wildlife, timber, and food and fiber resources; and 

• other uses of wetlands in the public interest, including recreational, scientific, and 
cultural uses. 

4.1.5.3 No Build Alternative 

Under the No Build alternative, there would be no impacts to wetlands along the US 98 and 
Cody Avenue segments (HDR, 2010f). 
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4.1.6 Noise 
For construction or traffic noise, increasing noise levels to 66 dBA or higher could be a 
significant impact.  If noise levels increased to a level below 66 dBA at noise-sensitive receptors, 
an insignificant impact would occur.  A decrease in noise levels would be a beneficial impact 
(HDR, 2010d). 

4.1.6.1 Proposed Action 

The noise study for this project was conducted in accordance with 23 CFR 772 entitled 
Procedures for Abatement of Highway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise.  In addition, 
Chapter 335.17, F.S., requires the use of 23 CFR 772 in the noise impact assessment process, 
regardless of funding.  The FHWA Traffic Noise Model (TNM) version 2.5 was used to predict 
noise levels, perform noise barrier analysis, and develop noise isopleth locations   

The results of the noise prediction analysis are presented in Table 22.  The predicted noise levels 
reflect the existing field conditions, elevation differences, and the proposed roadway alignment 
in relation to the noise sensitive sites.  Of the 24 individual noise sensitive receptors found to 
exist along the Proposed Action corridor, none were found to approach, exceed, or substantially 
exceed the FHWA Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC).  The change in relative noise levels for the 
design year (2032), defined as any noise level increase or decrease directly attributable to the 
Proposed Action, varies from 0.7 to 3.5 dBA greater than the noise levels predicted for the year 
(2012).  Currently, none of the noise sensitive receptors approach or exceed the FHWA NAC.  
Thus, the Proposed Action will not cause substantial noise level increases at any of the identified 
noise sensitive sites. 

The construction of the Proposed Action would result in temporary noise and vibration increases 
within the proposed project area.  The noise and vibration would be generated primarily from 
heavy equipment used in hauling materials and building the roadway improvements.  Sensitive 
areas located close to the construction area, in this case single-family residences, may 
temporarily experience increased noise and vibration levels.  Construction noise will be 
minimized to the greatest extent practicable through the adherence to controls listed in the latest 
edition of the FDOT's Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction (HDR, 2010d). 

 



Environmental Consequences Natural Environmental - Noise 

 Environmental Assessment of 4-12 
 US 98 at the Entrance to Hurlburt Field 

Table 22: Noise Sensitive Area "A" Predicted Noise Levels 

Noise Receptor NAC 
(dBA) 

Hourly LAeq1h (average noise level in 1 hour) 
(in dBA) 

2012 2032 
Difference 
between 

Existing/Build Existing No Build Build 

1 - Residence 67 57.5 57.5 60.6 3.1 
2 - Residence 67 57.5 57.5 60.2 2.7 
3 - Residence 67 57.6 57.6 60.2 2.6 
4 - Residence 67 57.3 57.3 59.9 2.6 
5 - Residence 67 57.6 57.6 60.1 2.5 
6 - Residence 67 60.1 60.1 62.7 2.6 
7 - Residence 67 60.7 60.7 63.5 2.8 
8 - Residence 67 60.5 60.5 63.3 2.8 
9 - Residence 67 60.6 60.6 63.4 2.8 
10 - Residence 67 60.5 60.5 63.4 2.9 
11 - Residence 67 61.0 61.0 64.5 3.5 
12 - Residence 67 58.5 58.3 60.4 1.9 
13 - Residence 67 59.7 59.5 62.0 2.3 
14 - Residence 67 63.4 63.3 65.4 2.0 
15 - Residence 67 63.3 63.2 65.4 2.1 
16 - Base Offices 72 65.2 65.1 67.5 2.3 
17 - Residence 67 60.7 60.7 63.1 2.4 
18 - Residence 67 60.9 60.9 61.6 0.7 
19 - Residence 67 59.9 59.9 60.8 0.9 
20 - Residence 67 59.9 59.9 60.7 0.8 
21 - Residence 67 59.9 59.9 60.7 0.8 
22 - Residence 67 59.7 59.7 60.9 1.2 
23 - Residence 67 60.1 60.1 61.1 1.0 
24 - Residence 67 60.8 60.8 62.0 1.2 

4.1.6.2 Other Action Alternatives 

Under the other action alternatives, the predicted noise levels will be similar to those of the 
Proposed Action and will not cause violation of the FHWA NAC or substantial noise level 
increases at any of the identified noise sensitive sites (HDR, 2010d). 

4.1.6.3 No Build Alternative 

Predicted noise levels resulting during the design year (2032) for the No-Build alternative 
generally stay the same as existing levels; noise level increases range from 0.0 dBA to 0.2 dBA 
(HDR, 2010d). 
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4.1.7 Cultural Resources 
The criteria used to determine the significance of impact on cultural resources include the effects 
on NRHP eligibility, future research potential, or suitability for religious or traditional uses.  An 
impact could be significant if it resulted in the physical alteration, destruction, or loss of a 
resource listed or eligible for listing on the NRHP.  Dependent upon the nature of the resource, 
an adverse impact would not be significant if only slight portions of the resource were affected or 
if the value of the resource were protected or reconstructed.  Discovering and recording artifacts 
from previously unknown sites would also represent a beneficial impact (MBBA, 2008). 

4.1.7.1 Proposed Action 

During a Phase I Cultural Resources survey performed during May 2003, no archeological sites 
or standing structures potentially eligible for inclusion in the NRHP were found.  Furthermore, 
because of the proposed project location and/or nature, it is unlikely that any such sites would be 
present.  Because it is unlikely that cultural resources are present in vicinity of the Proposed 
Action, impacts to cultural resources would be considered insignificant. 

However, in the event that unexpected finds (artifact concentrations, refuse pits, posthole 
patterns, human burials, etc.) are encountered during construction stages of the project, they 
would be reported to the Florida Division of Historical Resources.  Should these unexpected 
finds occur, construction activities would cease in the immediate area of the finds until a 
professional archeologist could evaluate these areas (HDR, 2003e). 

4.1.7.2 Other Action Alternatives 

For the other action alternatives, impacts from these alternatives would be similar to those 
described under the Proposed Action; thus, impacts to cultural resources would be considered 
insignificant. 

4.1.7.3 No Build Alternative 

For the No Build alternative, baseline conditions would not change and no impacts would occur 
to cultural resources in the proposed project area. 
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4.2 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS AND WASTES MANAGEMENT 

As mentioned in Section 3.4, additional ROW requirements associated with the proposed project 
will require the preparation of an EBS. The EBS will be conducted in accordance with AFI 32-
7066 and will be a necessary component prior to execution of the real estate transaction.  

Construction of the interchange would involve the use of hazardous materials (e.g., asphalt, 
fuels, paint, etc.) and generation of solid wastes.  In order to determine significance, the 
following were considered: the type and overall quantity of material or waste being generated; 
the duration of a particular activity using hazardous materials or generating solid and hazardous 
waste; the potential for releases during handling, transport, storage, treatment, and disposal 
activities; and the reduction, minimization or cleanup of hazardous materials or wastes.  An 
impact would be significant if the quantities of any solid or hazardous waste generated by the 
action exceeded regulatory limits or existing transport or disposal capabilities, or if the use of 
additional hazardous materials or generation of hazardous wastes would have a detrimental 
impact on worker health and safety.  Small increases would result in an insignificant impact.  A 
beneficial impact would occur if the types or quantities of hazardous materials or wastes would 
be reduced or eliminated, or if the potential for leaks, spills, or exposure to hazardous substances 
would be reduced as a result of the action (MBBA, 2008). 

4.2.1 Proposed Action 
Hazardous materials would be used by the contractor during the construction of the interchange.  
Typical hazardous materials used would be asphalt, fuels for equipment, paints, and cleaning 
compounds for equipment and the facility.  Standard materials would be used for construction 
and would not pose any unusual or substantial threat to human health or the environment.  The 
contractor would be responsible for properly storing, transporting, and using the materials 
according to applicable regulations.  The contractor would be responsible for ensuring avoidance 
of the underground pipeline during construction of the Proposed Action.  Subsequent to 
construction, negligible amounts of hazardous materials would be used.  Potential uses include 
paint for striping the road and cleaning compounds.  The use of hazardous materials would have 
an insignificant impact on the environment, and would not adversely affect the health and safety 
of workers or the public. 

Any hazardous wastes (e.g., waste adhesives and paint wastes) generated during construction 
would be handled by the contractor in accordance with applicable federal and state laws and 
regulations.  Negligible amounts of similar types of hazardous waste produced during 
construction would be generated during maintenance of the road.  Consequently, handling and 
disposal of hazardous wastes in accordance with applicable requirements would not significantly 
impact the environment, nor affect the health and safety of workers or the public. 

The construction of the interchange would temporarily increase the amount of solid waste 
generated in the proposed project area.  Debris from the cutting of trees and brush, soils, and 
rock would be generated.  Some of the existing roadway in the proposed project area would be 
removed and a new surface applied.  The solid waste generated by the Proposed Action would be 
handled by the contractor and would not affect Hurlburt Field’s solid waste management 
programs.  The contractor would be required to take the construction debris to a landfill that 
would accept the debris.  Adequate landfill space is available in the area for construction debris. 
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Subsequent to construction of the interchange, minimal solid waste would be generated during 
maintenance of the road.  Consequently, no long-term impact involving solid waste would occur 
under the Proposed Action (Okaloosa County, 2004). 

There are no hazardous waste sites/locations in the proposed project area.  If previously 
undetected hazardous waste sites/locations are unearthed during construction, all excavation 
activities in the immediate vicinity of the contaminated site will be suspended.  Appropriate 
agencies will develop a plan to investigate the site of contamination and to determine what 
corrective measures, if any, may be required to safeguard public health and the environment.   

4.2.2 Other Action Alternatives 
Hazardous materials used and any hazardous wastes generated for the other action alternatives 
would be the same type as the Proposed Action.  Insignificant impacts would occur as a result of 
handling hazardous materials, or generating hazardous or solid waste.   

4.2.3 No Build Alternative 
The No Build alternative would not impact hazardous material, hazardous waste, or solid waste 
programs.   

4.3 LOCAL COMMUNITY 

This section addresses potential impacts to the local community including socioeconomics, 
environmental justice, land use and aesthetics, and transportation. 

4.3.1 Socioeconomic 
Significance criteria for socioeconomic resources are determined for each ROI by analyzing 
long-term fluctuation in elements such as population and employment within that ROI.  A 
significant impact would be based on an increase or decline of projected employment and/or an 
increase or decline in income.  In this case, increases in employment and income would be 
considered beneficial. 

4.3.1.1 Proposed Action 

Implementing the Proposed Action is not expected to substantially impact social or economic 
resources, including population, income, and employment within the Hurlburt Field ROI.  

No impacts to population from construction activities would be expected.  Persons already living 
in the region would perform construction work related to the Proposed Action.  Therefore, no 
increase in population would be expected.  

Small beneficial impacts to local employment and income from construction under the Proposed 
Action could occur.  Local contractors furnishing construction services for the Proposed Action 
may provide insignificant increases in construction employment for local workers.  Increases in 
construction employment and expenditures would lead to insignificant but beneficial impacts to 
the overall income of the area (Okaloosa County, 2004). The Proposed Action would have a 
beneficial effect on the local construction economy.   
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4.3.1.2 Other Action Alternatives 

Slight beneficial impacts to local employment and income from the construction would occur 
under the other action alternatives, similar to those described under the Proposed Action.   

4.3.1.3 No Build Alternative 

Under the No Build alternative, socioeconomic impacts would not change from existing 
conditions. 

4.3.2 Environmental Justice 
Environmental justice impacts include “ecological, cultural, human health, economic, or social 
impacts when interrelated to impacts on the natural or physical environment” (32 CFR 989.33).  
A significant environmental justice impact would be a serious or long-term health, 
environmental, cultural, or economic effect that disproportionately affected a nearby minority or 
low-income population, rather than all nearby residents.  An insignificant environmental justice 
impact would be a minor or short-term health, environmental, cultural, or economic effect that 
disproportionately affected a nearby minority or low-income population.  No environmental 
justice impacts would occur if the environment was not affected, or if no disproportionate effects 
on minority or low-income populations would occur (Okaloosa County, 2004). 

4.3.2.1 Proposed Action 

Under the Proposed Action, insignificant short-term air quality and noise impacts have been 
predicted for the areas near the construction activities. However, there would not be 
disproportionate impacts to any nearby low-income or minority populations, and therefore no 
environmental justice impacts would occur. Since no adverse impacts to environmental justice 
have been identified, no mitigation measures are necessary. 

4.3.2.2 Other Action Alternatives 

Impacts from the other action alternatives would be similar to those described under the 
Proposed Action; thus, no environmental justice impacts would occur.  

4.3.2.3 No Build Alternative 

Under the No Build alternative, environmental justice impacts would not change from existing 
conditions.  



Environmental Consequences Local Community - Land Use and Aesthetics 

 Environmental Assessment of 4-17 
 US 98 at the Entrance to Hurlburt Field 

4.3.3 Land Use and Aesthetics 
Land-use impacts would be significant if there was a long-term effect on adjacent land uses 
caused by foreclosing the existing use of the land, or the adjacent land is degraded to the extent 
that it can no longer be used for its current or intended use.  Insignificant impacts would occur if 
some noticeable degradation occurred or if there were minor, short-term prohibitions on the use 
of nearby lands.  No impact would result if no noticeable change in land use occurred. 

The significance criteria for aesthetic impacts were based on the perception of the degree of 
acceptability of changes to the physical characteristics of the landscape.  A significant impact 
would involve strong disapproval by many individuals, whereas an insignificant impact would be 
minimal disapproval, or strong disapproval by some individuals.  No impact would occur if there 
was negligible disapproval, or moderate disapproval by some individuals.  If the aesthetic 
environment were improved, a beneficial impact would occur (Okaloosa County, 2004). 

4.3.3.1 Proposed Action 

There would not be a significant impact to land use as a result of the Proposed Action.  The 
majority (95 percent) of the proposed project area lies within the existing ROW for the US 98 
and a majority of the surrounding area is federally owned property at Hurlburt Field (HDR, 
2003e).  Using this area for the Proposed Action would be considered insignificant given the 
amount of lands already included in the existing ROW. Construction of the Proposed Action 
anticipates approximately 4.9 acres (2.2 acres on the north side of US 98 and 2.7 acres on the 
south side of US 98) of federally owned property at Hurlburt Field.  Additionally, it is 
anticipated that a temporary construction easement may be required on approximately 2.4 acres 
(1.2 acres on the north side of US 98 and 1.2 acres on the south side of US 98) of federally 
owned property at Hurlburt Field.   

Even with the construction of the overpass, there would be insignificant aesthetic impacts.  
Construction activity would occur over twelve months or more.  The amount of dust generated 
by the construction activity would be short-term and not be expected to degrade visibility in the 
proposed project area.  A BMP would be used to maintain slightly moist soil conditions during 
the interchange construction; this would lessen the potential for any generation and transport of 
fugitive dust emissions in the proposed project area and reduce adverse aesthetic impacts. The 
Proposed Action would be landscaped after construction. 

4.3.3.2 Other Action Alternatives  

The impact on land use would be the same as with that in the Proposed Action.  The other action 
alternatives will require the same level of federally owned property acquisition at Hurlburt Field.  
However, with the construction of the access ramp from Purcell Drive to Cody Avenue, a 
significant portion of federally owned property at Hurlburt Field would have to be acquired. It is 
anticipated that Alternatives B, C, and D would impact approximately 9.88, 5.96, and 9.45 acres, 
respectively. 

4.3.3.3 No Build Alternative 

There would be no impact on either land use or aesthetic environment for the No Build 
alternative.  This alternative would not require any acquisition of property.  No changes would 
be made to existing drainage or roadside ditches.  
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4.3.4 Transportation 
Transportation impacts would be significant if the projected peak traffic volume generated by the 
Proposed Action exceeded the capacity of the interchange.  Impacts would be insignificant if the 
LOS stayed the same or only slightly decreased, and would be beneficial if the LOS was 
improved.   

4.3.4.1 Proposed Action 

During construction of the Proposed Action, additional vehicle trips would be generated in and 
around the south side of Hurlburt Field by vehicles transporting workers, material, and 
equipment to the proposed site.  This additional loading of local roadways would contribute to 
the area’s existing traffic congestion, but would be a short-term insignificant impact, as most of 
this increased traffic would be kept away from the main gate to Hurlburt Field.   

Traffic control plans would be implemented to minimize delays and congestion during the 
construction.  Nevertheless, those traveling to and from Hurlburt Field and Campaign Street 
would experience some inconvenience and delays during construction.  A BMP to lessen the 
short-term traffic impacts, and reduce the cumulative impacts of this project when considered 
with the other area construction work, would be to avoid peak-hour entry and departure of 
construction and worker vehicles near the main gate at Hurlburt Field.  Project design and 
sequencing would be used to minimize traffic and infrastructure impacts during construction of 
the proposed service roads and related access controls, including delayed response times for 
emergency vehicles (HDR, 2010c). 

The completed Proposed Action would provide a beneficial traffic impact to the area at the US 
98 and Cody Road interchange by alleviating the current congestion at the intersection, 
improving safety, and allowing Hurlburt Field personnel easier access to the installation (HDR, 
2010a). Table 23 provides a LOS comparison between the Proposed Action, the other action 
alternatives, and the No Build alternative. For example, the Proposed Action is projected to 
provide a LOS B in the AM peak hour and LOS A in the PM peak period in the year 2032 for the 
signalized intersection portion of the interchange (HDR, 2010a). 

Table 23: Level of Service (LOS) Summary  

YEAR LOS 
AM PM 

 SPUI (Proposed Action & Alternative B) 
2012 B A 
2022 B A 
2032 B A 

 TUDI (Alternatives C & D) 
2012 C B 
2022 C B 
2032 C B 

 No Build Alternative 
2012 C F 
2022 D F 
2032 F F 
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Table 24 below shows how the operational performance at the US 98/Cody Avenue Intersection 
for the Proposed Action is superior to the other action alternatives and the No Build alternative.  
The data presented in the table represents the total delay in hours for the peak one hour traffic 
demand in the morning and in the afternoon for one day.  In the opening year 2012, the Proposed 
Action results in a 71% reduction in traffic delay when compared to the TUDI alternatives. A 
99% reduction is realized over the No Build alternative. 

4.3.4.2 Other Action Alternatives  

As seen in Table 23 and Table 24, the SPUI alternatives (A and B) are projected to provide 
acceptable LOS and a significant reduction in traffic delays in the peak hours in 2032 for the 
signalized intersection portion of the interchanges.  In contrast, the TUDI alternatives (C and D) 
produce acceptable LOS, but the traffic delays are significantly higher than the SPUI 
alternatives. In addition, Alternatives B & D (Figures 2.2-2 & 2.2-4) would require a loop ramp 
on the south side due to the close proximity of the Santa Rosa Sound and the need to keep the 
ramp out of the Sound and require the relocation of Purcell Drive through recently constructed 
Air Force infrastructure projects. Alternative C would require the construction of an access ramp 
from Purcell Drive to Cody Avenue (Figure 2.2-3) through the same Air Force infrastructure 
projects, therefore, requiring the acquisition of additional federally owned property and 
infrastructure south of US 98 and east of Campaign Street (HDR, 2010a). The construction costs 
associated from the demolition, relocation, and reconstruction of this exiting infrastructure would 
render the project impracticable. For these reasons, the other action alternatives would not 
produce the optimum transportation system and would not be the most cost feasible as compared 
to the Proposed Action. The effects on the existing traffic infrastructure for the other action 
alternatives would be similar to the Proposed Action. Traffic control plans would also be 
implemented to minimize delays and congestion during construction. 

4.3.4.3 No Build Alternative 

The existing LOS for the US 98 and Cody Avenue intersection is estimated to be LOS D in the 
AM peak period and LOS E in the PM peak period.  The existing segment LOS on US 98 in the 
proposed project area is estimated to be LOS F.  Under the No Build alternative, no construction 
or interchange improvements to resolve the problem at the intersection would occur.  It is likely 
that the existing traffic congestion would continue to deteriorate as the area’s population and 
Hurlburt Field employment continue to increase.  Current significant impacts to traffic flow and 
delay time would continue to worsen.  Traffic congestion could impact base access during 
critical mission requirements.  Based on the traffic crash and growth data, the No Build 
alternative would result in an increase in traffic crashes associated with the main gate entrance to 
Hurlburt Field (HDR, 2010a). 

Table 24: Operational Performance Summary  

Year 
Proposed Action: 

SPUI 
(US 98 over Cody Ave.) 

Alternative B: 
SPUI 

(Cody Ave. over US 98) 

Alternative C: 
TUDI 

(US 98 over Cody Ave.) 

Alternative D: 
TUDI 

(Cody Ave. over US 98) 
No Build 

Alternative 

2012 12 delay hours 12 delay hours 42 delay hours 42 delay hours 1,014 delay hours 

2032 15 delay hours 15 delay hours 50 delay hours 50 delay hours 1,318 delay hours 
Data was analyzed at the proposed signalized intersection(s) and assumed the same based on the SPUI’s single signalized intersection and the 
TUDI’s double signalized intersection. 
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4.3.5 Utilities 
Impacts to utilities would be considered significant or possibly substantial if services were 
disrupted for long periods of time. Through early planning and coordination with the utility 
companies, interruptions would be short-term and considered insignificant. The utilities would 
be relocated along or adjacent to the ROW to minimize disturbance to the public and operations 
on Hurlburt Field.  

4.3.5.1 Proposed Action 

There would be very limited interruptions in services as a result of the Proposed Action. Services 
in close proximity to residential or commercial areas would be temporarily impacted by 
scheduled interruptions in service as a result of construction activities. These actions will be 
coordinated to have very limited interruptions in service to the public or operations on Hurlburt 
Field. 

4.3.5.2 Other Action Alternatives 

Impacts from the other action alternatives would be similar to those described under the 
Proposed Action. Interruptions would be temporary and scheduled to minimize adverse impacts 
to the public and operation on Hurlburt Field. 

4.3.5.3 No Action Alternative 

There would be no impacts to utilities as a result of the No Build alternative. 

4.4 CONSISTENCY WITH TRANSPORTATION PLAN 

The Okaloosa-Walton Transportation Planning Organization (TPO) adopted its 2025 Long 
Range Transportation Plan on June 21, 2001.  On August 22, 2002, the TPO voted to amend the 
2025 Cost Feasible Plan to include an interchange at the main gate to Hurlburt Field (Cody 
Avenue) and US 98 (HDR, 2010c). As of 2010, this project is one of the top priorities for 
Okaloosa County, the FDOT, and Hurlburt Field as well as the surrounding community. 

4.5 RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN SHORT-TERM USES OF THE ENVIRONMENT 
 AND LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY 

The Proposed Action would involve removing some vegetation, including trees from the 
proposed project area.  The use of this habitat by wildlife would be lost.  Runoff will be collected 
in roadside ditches and conveyed to their respective outfalls.  Modifying the three existing ponds 
within the corridor would provide additional treatment and attenuation volumes required by the 
Proposed Action.  Modification of the existing ponds may require the affected basin to be 
brought up to current stormwater management standards under 62-346, F.A.C.  Construction of 
the roadside ditches and modification of the ponds would prevent long-term degradation of 
wetlands next to the Proposed Project (HDR, 2010c).  There would be no impact to croplands or 
commercial forests.  Therefore, implementing the Proposed Action would not degrade the 
productivity of the area. 
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4.6 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

According to the CEQ regulations, cumulative impact analysis in an EA should consider the 
potential environmental impacts resulting from “the incremental impacts of the action when 
added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency 
or person undertakes such other actions” (40 CFR 1508.7). 

Cumulative effects may occur when there is a relationship between a Proposed Action and other 
actions expected to occur in a similar location or during a similar time period. This relationship 
may or may not be obvious. Actions overlapping with, or in close proximity to, the Proposed 
Action can reasonably be expected to have more potential for cumulative effects on “shared 
resources” than actions that may be geographically separated. Similarly, actions that coincide 
temporally would tend to offer a higher potential for cumulative effects. 

For this project, potential cumulative impacts will be addressed for the Proposed Action, the 
three other action alternatives (B, C, and D), and the reasonably foreseeable future actions 
carried forward for detailed analysis.  

Proposed Action: 

• Alternative A: SPUI with US 98 over Cody Avenue 

Other Action Alternatives: 

• Alternative B: SPUI with Cody Avenue over US 98  

• Alternative C: TUDI with US 98 over Cody Avenue  

• Alternative D: TUDI with Cody Avenue over US 98 

Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions: 

• Hurlburt VCC  

• NFTCA roadway corridor through Eglin AFB from SR 87 in Santa Rosa County to SR 
83 (US 331) in Walton County  

4.6.1 Past and Present Actions Relevant to the Proposed Action 
Past actions relevant to the Proposed Action include the construction of turn lanes on US 98 at 
the Cody Avenue intersection, the reconfiguration/relocation of the Hurlburt main gate and 
soundside gate, and the location of the Soundside Club. Present actions include the clearing and 
subsequent construction associated with a new Hurlburt VCC which is located directly south and 
adjacent to Hume Drive. The improvements of the US 98 intersection and reconfiguration to the 
gate entrances helped temporarily alleviate traffic along US 98 at Cody Avenue but aggravated 
traffic conditions continue to exist today at this location during peak hours. The locations of 
these past and present actions and their relationship to the US 98 intersection will dictate the 
design geometry of the Proposed Action. 
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4.6.2 Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions 
As discussed in Section 2.6 of this EA, reasonably foreseeable future actions in the project area 
include the new Hurlburt VCC and the NFTCA roadway project. The new Hurlburt VCC is 
proposed in the area south of US 98 and Hume Avenue and immediately adjacent to Champaign 
Street. The Hurlburt VCC has been categorically excluded from further NEPA analysis which 
references Hurlburt’s General Plan EA (Tharpe, 2010). However, this EA will evaluate the type 
of cumulative impacts that could occur from the Hurlburt VCC in conjunction with the Proposed 
Action. 

In addition, the NFTCA is currently studying an alignment from SR 87 in Santa Rosa County to 
SR 83 (US 331) in Walton County. Scoping, environmental planning, and early coordination 
with Eglin AFB, Hurlburt Field, other state and local governments, and the public are currently 
underway. Design, ROW acquisition, and construction schedules have not been finalized. This 
action, in conjunction with the Proposed Action or other action alternatives, would have 
beneficial effects on transportation along US 98 by increasing the LOS across the region. The 
NFTCA project is still in its early planning stages, so specific impacts are not yet known. 
However, this EA will evaluate the type of cumulative impacts that could occur from the 
NFTCA project in conjunction with the Proposed Action. The NFTCA project and other current 
and planned projects with federal funding or requiring federal approval (such as a Section 404 
permit) will be evaluated for potential environmental impacts under separate NEPA documents. 
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4.7 ANALYSIS OF CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

4.7.1 Air Quality 
Because the Proposed Action or Alternatives B, C, and D, the Hurlburt VCC, and NFTCA 
project (foreseeable future actions) are located in attainment areas, no negative cumulative 
impacts to air quality from transportation or stationary sources are expected to occur. 

4.7.2 Geological Resources 
No negative cumulative impacts on geological resources including soils/erosion are anticipated 
as a result of the Proposed Action or Alternatives B, C, and D, and the foreseeable future actions. 
BMPs would be implemented for each construction project as required by federal and state 
regulations. 

4.7.3 Water Resources 
Cumulative impacts to water resources, specifically surface water and groundwater, are not 
anticipated for the Proposed Action or Alternatives B, C, and D, and the foreseeable future 
actions. The Proposed Action or Alternative C will not impact 100-year floodplains; however, 
Alternatives B and D will impact 3.30 and 2.50 acres of 100-year floodplains, respectively. 
Therefore, a FONPA will be required for these alternatives. In addition, any project that will 
impact floodplains is required to obtain No-Rise certifications that ensure backwater elevations 
will not rise and increase the risk of flooding to residences or businesses. Each project has or will 
increase the amount of impervious surface in the project areas and will require permits from the 
NWFMWD or FDEP under 62-346, F.A.C. These permits will ensure adequate stormwater 
controls are incorporated into the design to provide required treatment and attenuation and to 
prevent degradation to water quality in surface and ground waters as well as floodplains.  

4.7.4 Biological Resources 
With facilities/services (Soundside Club) to the east, residential/recreational facilities to the west, 
US 98 to the north, and the Santa Rosa Sound to the south, the location of the Proposed Action 
or Alternatives B, C, and D, and the Hurlburt VCC is fragmented from any significant natural 
greenway and therefore, severed from any significant wildlife corridors. Therefore, wildlife, 
including rare, threatened, or endangered species and its critical habitat, will not be impacted and 
cumulative impacts to biological resources would not be significant. However, cumulative 
impacts to biological resources from the NFTCA cannot be analyzed at this time based on the 
uncertainty of its design and location. Because of the biological diversity found in and around 
Hurlburt Field, any project, especially a large transportation corridor, will require careful 
analysis and extensive coordination to determine its effects. Although a transportation project 
through federal property should eliminate the pressures from roadside development, any parcels 
left fragmented by the corridor would need to be analyzed for cumulative effects in the event the 
Air Force considers an enhanced use lease or other value based real estate transaction process. 
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4.7.5 Wetlands 
Alternatives B and D and the NFTCA will impact wetlands. No wetland impacts from the 
Proposed Action, Alternative C, or Hurlburt VCC are anticipated at this time. Minimization and 
mitigation would occur through the permitting process and result in preserving, restoring or 
enhancing wetlands and wildlife habitats. The proponent will be responsible for obtaining all 
applicable wetland permits/authorizations prior to construction activities. The proponent will 
also be required to provide mitigation associated with wetland impacts prior to commencement 
of construction activities. The federal and state agencies responsible for regulating wetland 
impacts (USACE and NWFWMD or FDEP) will ensure that no negative cumulative impacts to 
wetlands will occur. 

4.7.6 Noise 
Noise impacts from the Proposed Action or Alternatives B, C, and D, and the foreseeable future 
actions could have short-term noise increases during construction but should have no perceptible 
long-term noise impacts. Noise impacts from the NFTCA will be analyzed in separate NEPA 
document(s). Noise abatement measures can and will be incorporated if the noise analysis 
warrants such mitigations. 

4.7.7 Cultural Resources 
Cumulative impacts to cultural resources are not anticipated from the Proposed Action or 
Alternatives B, C, and D, and the Hurlburt VCC. Section 106 investigations have been conducted 
in this area to identify any resources that may be impacted by project activities. However, the 
NFTCA will be further analyzed under separate NEPA document(s). Impact to these resources 
will be prevented during project activities by avoidance. If avoidance is not possible data 
recovery will be conducted. Section 106 investigations will be required for the foreseeable future 
actions. 

4.7.8 Hazardous Materials and Wastes 
A contamination screening evaluation has been completed for this project and found no current 
or historical hazardous material generators or storage sites within the Proposed Action or 
Alternatives B, C, and D, and the Hurlburt VCC. The Proposed Action or Alternatives B, C, and 
D, and the NFTCA would require an EBS to determine if contamination of any sort would be, or 
have the potential to be, encountered. The Proposed Action or Alternatives B, C, and D, and the 
Hurlburt VCC have a low probability of encountering contamination from UXO. The cumulative 
impact of the Proposed Action or Alternative B, C, and D, and the foreseeable future actions 
would produce an increase in solid waste generation; however, the increase would be small and 
limited to the timeframe of each construction project. No negative cumulative effects from 
hazardous materials, including UXO, and wastes management are anticipated as a result of the 
Proposed Action or Alternatives B, C, and D, and the Hurlburt VCC. Cumulative impacts from 
the NFTCA project will be analyzed in separate NEPA document(s). 



Environmental Consequences Analysis of Cumulative Impacts 

 Environmental Assessment of 4-25 
 US 98 at the Entrance to Hurlburt Field 

4.7.9 Socioeconomic 
The cumulative impact of the Proposed Action or Alternatives B, C, and D, and the foreseeable 
future actions would have a beneficial impact to the local construction industry as well as short-
term benefits to the local economy, especially during construction. The impact to businesses 
would be considered minimal based on the locations of interchange along the corridor. Currently, 
there are no residential or business relocations anticipated as a result of the Proposed Action or 
Alternatives B, C, and D, and the Hurlburt VCC. There are no negative cumulative 
socioeconomic effects from the Proposed Action or Alternatives B, C, and D, and the Hurlburt 
VCC. Cumulative impacts from the NFTCA project will be analyzed in a separate NEPA 
document(s). 

4.7.10 Environmental Justice 
There would be no negative cumulative impacts to any low-income or minority populations as a 
result of the Proposed Action or Alternatives B, C, and D, and the Hurlburt VCC. In addition, 
based on EO 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations 
and Low-Income Populations, negative cumulative effects are not expected from the NFTCA 
project. However, cumulative effects from the NFTCA project will be analyzed in a separate 
NEPA document(s). 

4.7.11 Land Use and Aesthetics 
Adjacent land use for the Proposed Action or Alternatives B, C, and D, and the Hurlburt VCC is 
under Federal (DoD) government jurisdiction. Therefore, the cumulative impacts from 
residential development pressures, commercial services, and other potential land use changes 
would be insignificant. Furthermore, Air Force zoning regulations will ensure consistency 
regarding land use compatibility and aesthetic value. Land use change and aesthetics analysis for 
the NFTCA will be required (under NEPA) to determine the potential cumulative impacts. 

4.7.12 Transportation 
The Proposed Action or Alternatives B, C, and D, and the Hurlburt VCC will have short-term 
traffic impacts in the vicinity of the intersection along the US 98 corridor during construction. 
Construction activities would contribute an additional increment to the congestion that is being 
experienced at the Hurlburt main gate during peak hours. Although construction of the Proposed 
Action or Alternatives B, C, and D would temporarily affect traffic flow, the completed roadway 
would result in long-term benefits through enhanced traffic flow. Consequently, cumulative 
traffic impacts from the Proposed Action or Alternatives B, C, and D, and NFTCA would be 
considered beneficial to the community. The use of construction-related vehicles and their 
impacts on noise, air quality, and traffic is unavoidable. The short-term increases in air emissions 
and noise during construction and the insignificant impacts predicted for other resource areas 
would be insignificant when considered cumulatively with other ongoing activities in the area. 

4.7.13 Utilities 
The Proposed Action or Alternatives B, C, and D, and the foreseeable future actions would result 
in short-term utility impacts during construction. As required during the early planning process, 
utility companies would be notified and coordination regarding relocations would be scheduled 
to avoid and minimize disruption in service. Therefore, no negative cumulative impacts to 
utilities are expected. 
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4.8 IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENTS OF RESOURCES 

NEPA requires that environmental analysis include identification of any irreversible and 
irretrievable commitments of resources that would be involved in the implementation of the 
Proposed Action or alternatives. Irreversible and irretrievable resource commitments are related 
to the use of nonrenewable resources and the effects that the uses of these resources have on 
future generations. Irreversible effects primarily result from the use or destruction of a specific 
resource (e.g., energy and minerals) that cannot be replaced within a reasonable time frame. 
Irretrievable resource commitments involve the loss in value of an affected resource that cannot 
be restored as a result of the action (e.g., extinction of a threatened or endangered species or the 
disturbance of a cultural site) (HDR, 2005b). 

4.8.1 Proposed Action and Other Action Alternatives 
Construction of an interchange involves essentially permanent use of construction materials; 
however, no unusual type or amount of materials would be required.  The Proposed Action or 
Alternatives B, C, and D would require ordinary construction materials, such as concrete, steel, 
asphalt, etc.  The materials would, except for recyclable items, be irretrievably committed. 

The loss of trees, vegetation, and wetlands from clearing the land for the interchange would be 
an irretrievable commitment of resources.  The land that would be occupied by the roadway and 
interchange ultimately could be restored as vegetation and wetlands if the interchange were 
removed in the future.  Therefore, the commitment of land is not necessarily irreversible. 

The Proposed Action and Alternatives B, C, and D would irretrievably consume various types of 
fuels and water during the construction period.  A long-term commitment of resources would 
occur for maintenance of the interchange.  The amounts of resource consumption to maintain the 
interchange is not expected to increase significantly from current amounts used. 

4.8.2 No Build Alternative 
No irretrievable or irreversible commitment of resources would occur under the No Build 
alternative. 
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5.0 PLANS, PERMITS, AND MANAGEMENT ACTIONS 

The following is a list of plans, permits, and management actions associated with the Proposed 
Action. The environmental impact analysis process (EIAP) under 32 CFR 989, for this EA 
identified the need for these requirements which were developed through cooperation between 
the proponent and interested parties involved in the Proposed Action. These requirements are, 
therefore, to be considered as part of the Proposed Action and implementation would be through 
the Proposed Action’s initiation. The proponent is responsible for adherence to and coordination 
with the listed entities to complete the plans, permits, and management actions. 

5.1 PLANS 

• Site Design, Construction, and Utility Plans. 

• SWPPP and Stormwater, Erosion, and Sedimentation Control Plan. 

5.2 PERMITS 

• ERP Stormwater Permit (62-346, F.A.C). 

• Generic Permit for Storm Water Discharge from Construction Activities that Disturb One 
or More Acres of Land (NPDES Permit) (62-621, F.A.C). 

• Permits, easements, and authorization through Eglin Real Estate, FDOT and/or Okaloosa 
County prior to construction. 

• Storm Sewer Permit: The proponent would be required to adhere to Phase II Municipal 
Separate Storm Sewer Systems (MS4) to permitting requirements. 

• Coastal zone consistency determination in accordance with Florida’s CZMA (Appendix 
B). 

5.3 MANAGEMENT ACTIONS 

The proponent is responsible for the implementation of the following management actions. 

5.3.1 Air Quality 
• Impacts will be minimized by adherence to all state and local regulations and to the 

FDOT Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction. Reasonable 
precautions would be taken to minimize fugitive particulate emissions during ground-
disturbing/construction activities in accordance with the CAA and 62-296, F.A.C. 

5.3.2 Soils and Erosion 
• Where applicable, rough grade slopes or use terrace slopes to reduce erosion. 

• The Air Force requires inspection and maintenance of BMPs under the NPDES Permit. 
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5.3.3 Water Resources 
• The proponent will ensure no 100-year floodplains will be impacted from construction 

activities related to the Proposed Action.  

• In the event impacts become unavoidable, the proponent will prepare a FONPA pursuant 
to EO 11988 and 32 CFR 989.14. 

• Permits and site plan designs would include site-specific management requirements for 
erosion and sediment control. 

• Designation of staging and storage areas for use of construction equipment. 

• Entrenched silt fencing and staked hay bales would be installed and maintained along the 
perimeter during construction and staging and storage areas.  

• Inspection of silt fencing on a weekly basis and after rain events. Replace fencing as 
needed. 

• Stockpiles would be removed in a timely manner. 

• Waste receptacles, including dumpsters, would be covered to prevent rainwater and 
wildlife from entering. 

• Inclusion of stormwater features designed to control runoff associated with the additional 
impervious surface, land clearing, grading, and excavating. 

• For water quality protection, erosion control blankets/fabric and other applicable BMPs 
would be incorporated reduce soil erosion and prevent sedimentation from entering 
surface waters, floodplains, and wetlands. 

• Storage of chemicals, cements, solvents, paints, or other potential water pollutants in 
locations where they cannot cause runoff pollution into surface waters, floodplains, and 
wetlands. 

5.3.4 Biological Resources 
• Designation of staging and storage areas for use of construction equipment. 

• In the unlikely event that construction personnel were to encounter a gopher tortoise, 
construction activities would cease until the animal moved outside the project limits. 

• If gopher tortoise burrow(s) were discovered within the project limits, and could not be 
avoided by a minimum of 25 feet, construction activities would cease in the area, and 
HDR would immediately coordinate with the FWC to request an off-site relocation 
permit in accordance with FWC guidelines. 



Plans, Permits, and Management Actions Management Actions 

 Environmental Assessment of 5-3 
 US 98 (SR 30) at the Entrance to Hurlburt Field 

5.3.5 Wetlands 
• To the maximum extent possible, the proponent will avoid and minimize direct and 

indirect disturbance of wetlands through implementation of BMPs.  

• With the implementation of Phase II of 62-346, F.A.C., the proponent will maintain a 25’ 
buffer between construction and the wetland line. 

• In the event impacts become unavoidable, the proponent will prepare a FONPA pursuant 
to EO 11990 and 32 CFR 989.14, develop a mitigation plan (if required), and obtain the 
necessary permits necessary to satisfy the requirements of the USACE (under Section 
404 of the CWA) and NWFWMD or FDEP (under Phase II of 62-346, F.A.C.).  

5.3.6 Noise and Vibration 
• Impacts will be minimized by adherence to all state and local regulations and to the 

FDOT Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction. Reasonable 
precautions would be taken to minimize noise and vibration during ground-
disturbing/construction activities in accordance with 23 CFR 772. 

5.3.7 Cultural Resources 
• If unexpected discoveries, such as Native American graves or lost historic cemeteries, are 

encountered during construction of the Proposed Action, all construction activities will 
cease immediately and Hurlburt, 1 SOCES. The Florida SHPO will be notified within 24 
hours at (850) 245-6333 to begin procedures outlined in Chapter 872, F.S. (Florida’s 
Unmarked Burial Law). 

5.3.8 Hazardous Materials 
• As part of the real estate instrument, conduct an EBS in accordance with AFI 32-7066.  

• Contact Hurlburt, 1 SOCES if unusual soil coloration and/or odors are detected and if 
small arms debris is found in the construction corridor. 

• Any hazardous wastes (e.g., waste adhesives and paint wastes) generated during 
construction would be handled by the contractor in accordance with applicable federal 
and state laws and regulations. 

5.3.9 Utilities 
• The proponent will coordinate and obtain all applicable permits, easements, and/or 

authorizations prior to the commencement of construction activities that may affect that 
utilities service. 
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6.0 CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION 

6.1 FEDERAL, STATE, AND LOCAL AGENCIES 

The section lists agencies and individuals contacted during development and preparation of this 
EA. 

Federal Agencies 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Pensacola Regulatory Office 
41 North Jefferson Street, Suite 104 
Pensacola, Florida 32501-5794 

Gail A. Carmody 
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 
1601 Balboa Avenue 
Panama City, Florida 32405-3721 

 
Glenn R. Lattanze, R.A. 
1 SOCES/CEAO 
Community Planner 
Hurlburt Field, Florida 32544-5244 

 
Philip Pruitt 
1 SOCES/CEAN 
415 Independence Road 
Hurlburt Field, Florida 32544-5244 

 
Carl T. Hoffman, R.A. 
HQ AFSOC/A7PP 
427 Cody Ave., Suite 303 
Hurlburt Field, Florida 32544-5434 

 
Amy Tharpe 
1 SOCES/CEAN 
Stormwater & EIAP Program Manager 
Hurlburt Field, Florida 32544-5244 

 
Amy Oliver 
1 SOW/PA 
344 Tully Street 
Hurlburt Field FL 32544 

 
Larry Chavers 
96 CEG/CEVSP 
501 De Leon Street, Suite 101 
Eglin AFB, Florida 32542 

 
Michael Jago 
96 CEG/CEVSP 
501 De Leon Street, Suite 101 
Eglin AFB, Florida 32542 

 
Barbara Brandt 
96 CEG/CEAR 
501 De Leon Street, Suite 100 
Eglin AFB, FL 32542 

 
State Agencies 

Lauren Milligan 
Florida State Clearinghouse 
3900 Commonwealth Boulevard 
Mail Station 47 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-3000 

Jim DeVries 
Florida Department of Transportation 
Pensacola Urban Office 
Pensacola, Florida 32501  

Blair Martin 
Florida Department of Transportation 
1074 Highway 90 
Chipley, Florida 32428 

Cliff Street, P.E. 
Florida Department of Environmental Protection 
160 Governmental Center 
Pensacola, Florida 35301 
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6.2 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

The public review process provides an opportunity for the public to comment on federal actions 
addressed in NEPA documents. A public notice was placed in the Northwest Florida Daily News 
announcing the availability of the Draft EA and FONSI for public review and comment. A copy 
of the publication as it ran in the newspaper is shown in Appendix A. 

Copies of the Draft EA and Draft FONSI were made available for review on the web at 
http://www2.hurlburt.af.mil/library/index.asp under the “Hurlburt Field Environmental 
Documents” link from Friday, 16 July 2010 through Monday, 30 August 2010. Each of the 
public libraries in Fort Walton Beach located at 185 SE Miracle Strip Parkway and Mary Esther 
located at 100 Hollywood Boulevard, had computers available to the general public and 
librarians who can provide assistance linking to the document. 

No public comments on the Draft EA and FONSI were received over the 45-day comment 
period. 
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7.0 LIST OF PREPARERS 

HDR Engineering, Inc. prepared this EA for the Department of the Air Force and Okaloosa 
County, Florida in cooperation with the FDOT and Hurlburt Field under an EFI, Florida 
Infrastructure Grant.  Contributors to the document are listed alphabetically and identified by 
name, qualifications, contribution, and experience.  

Name/Qualifications Contribution Experience 
Michelle Diller, P.E., LEED AP, Drainage Section 
Manager 
M.S. Environmental Science/M.P.A. Public 
Affairs/1996.  Indiana University.  B,S., Materials 
Science Engineering/1990.  University of Michigan.   

Stormwater 

Fifteen years experience including 
ten in regulatory oversight at 
FDEP and three in transportation 
and stormwater management. 

Mick Garrett - Project Manager/Senior 
Environmental Scientist. 
B.S., Marine Biology/1994. University of West 
Florida 

Lead Author Thirteen years environmental 
science/NEPA 

Thomas Hiles - Traffic Engineer, EI 
B.S., Civil Engineering/2006, University of Missouri�
M.S., Civil Engineering/2008, University of Florida�

Design Traffic, 
Traffic Analysis�

Three years of Traffic Analysis. 
Previous work on NEPA and 
PD&E projects. �

M. Jason McGlashan, P.E., PTOE - Senior 
Transportation Engineer. 
B.S., Civil Engineering/1993. University of Central 
Florida 

Design Traffic, 
Traffic Analysis 

Seventeen years total experience in 
multi-modal transportation 
planning and engineering, 
transportation policy, NEPA and 
impact analysis studies 

Michael J. Parsons, P.E. - Environmental Engineer.  
BS/Civil and Environmental Engineering/1997.  
University of Wisconsin   

Noise Analysis Eleven years experience in noise 
investigations 

Josey Walker - Environmental Scientist 
B.S., Environmental Biology/2000. University of 
Southern Mississippi. M.S., Environmental 
Science/2002. Louisiana State University  

Wetland & Wildlife  Nine years environmental science 

Aubyn Williams - Environmental Planner/GIS 
Specialist 
B.A., Economics/2007. University of North Florida�

GIS/Graphics� Three years environmental 
planning and GIS analysis�

Cory Wilkinson - Environmental Planner. B.S.,      
Environmental Resource Management/1990.  
University of West Florida. M.B.A., 
Management/1994.  Bristol University.  
M.S.,     Environmental Science/1999.  The Johns 
Hopkins University. 

Air Quality 
Seventeen years experience in 
various environment, safety, and 
health evaluations. 

Steve Wilson, PE - Sr.  Project Manager 
B.S., Civil Engineering/1981, University of Florida� QC Reviewer�

Twenty-nine years experience in 
transportation engineering and 
design including PD&E projects�
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APPENDIX A: PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 
 
2010 Public Review Process: 

A public notice was placed in the Northwest Florida Daily News announcing the availability of 
the Draft EA and FONSI for public review and comment. A copy of the publication as it ran in 
the newspaper is shown below. 

Public Notification 

In compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act, Hurlburt Field announces the 
availability of a Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) and Finding of No Significant Impact 
(FONSI) for an interchange located on US 98 at the entrance to Hurlburt Field in Okaloosa 
County, Florida, for public review and comment. 

The Proposed Action entails constructing an interchange on US 98 at the entrance to Hurlburt 
Field, Florida, which would alleviate traffic congestion and improve safety. 

Your comments on this Draft EA are requested. Letters and other written or oral comments 
provided may be published in the Final EA. As required by law, comments will be addressed in 
the Final EA and made available to the public. Any personal information provided, including 
private addresses, will be used only to identify your desire to make a statement during the public 
comment period or to compile a mailing list to fulfill requests for copies of the Final EA or 
associated documents. However, only the names and respective comments of respondent 
individuals will be disclosed: personal home addresses and phone numbers will not be published 
in the Final EA.  

Copies of the Draft EA and Draft FONSI are available for review on the web at 
http://www2.hurlburt.af.mil/library/index.asp under the “Hurlburt Field Environmental 
Documents” link. In addition, each of the public libraries in Fort Walton Beach located at 185 SE 
Miracle Strip Parkway and Mary Esther located at 100 Hollywood Boulevard, have computers 
available to the general public and librarians who can provide assistance linking to the document. 

Copies will be available for review from Friday, 16 July 2010 through Monday, 30 August 2010. 
Comments must be received by Wednesday, 01 September 2010.  

For more information or to comment on the proposed action, contact: Amy Oliver, 1st Special 
Operations Wing/Public Affairs, 344 Tully Street, Hurlburt Field, Florida 32544 or email: 
amy.oliver@hurlburt.af.mil. Tel: (850) 884-3373.  

No public comments on the Draft EA and FONSI were received over the 45-day comment 
period. 
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RESULTS FROM THE 2003 PD&E STUDY PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PROGRAM 

Presentations were made regarding the proposed project to the following entities: 

• Okaloosa Board of County Commissioners on November 19, 2002; several questions 
were asked concerning the preferred alignments 

• Okaloosa-Walton Transportation Planning Organization (TPO) Citizens Advisory 
Committee on November 21, 2002; several questions were asked concerning the 
alignment preferred by the Air Force (answer was that they preferred either of the US 98 
over Cody Avenue options) 

• TPO Technical Coordinating Committee on November 21, 2002; no questions were 
asked 

• TPO Board on November 21, 2002; no questions were asked, but a request was made to 
give a presentation to the city of Mary Esther.  

Representatives of HDR Engineering, Inc. gave an informational presentation to the Mayor and 
City Council of Mary Esther on December 30, 2002.  Their main questions related to funding for 
the proposed project.  The only technical question concerned the traffic entering Mary Esther at 
an increased rate of speed since traffic on US 98 will not have to slow down or stop with the 
proposed grade-separated interchange. 

A public information meeting (“workshop”) was held at the Soundside Club at Hurlburt Field on 
January 23, 2003, from 5:30 to 7:00 PM.  It was advertised in advance in both the Northwest 
Florida Daily News and the Destin Log.  In addition, all property owners located within or near 
the proposed project area were notified by mail in advance of the meeting.   

Approximately 21 people attended the meeting.  The meeting displays consisted of two duplicate 
sets of color plots of the four conceptual design alternatives, plotted at a scale of 1-inch equals 
100 feet.  A color handout was also provided which summarized basic project information.  The 
written comments received included the following points: 

• “Elevating US 98 is the best option” 

• “A SPUI with US 98 over Cody Avenue works best” 

• “Cody Avenue should have bicycle lanes and sidewalks” 

• “The existing pedestrian overpass on US 98 needs to remain” 

• “The project needs to be completed as soon as possible” 

• “Either option with US 98 over Cody Avenue looks good” 

• “A concern is the increase in traffic speed into Mary Esther because of not having a 
traffic light to stop or slow motorists on US 98” 

A presentation was also given to the Eglin Encroachment Committee on February 13, 2003.  
They will need to provide a “letter of approval” for encroachment or use of base property 
following publication of the Final PE Report. 
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On December 18, 2003, a Public Hearing was held from 6:00 PM to 7:00 PM at the Florosa 
Elementary School.  The Public Hearing was advertised in advance in the Northwest Florida 
Daily News.  In addition, all property owners located within or near the proposed project area 
were notified by mail in advance of the meeting.   

Approximately 27 people attended the Hearing.  The meeting displays consisted of two duplicate 
sets of 1-inch equals 400 feet color plots of the entire corridor depicting the Preferred 
Alternative.  A handout depicting the Preferred Alternative was also distributed.  A formal 
presentation was given to explain the process and project.   

The Hearing was non-confrontational.  Those in attendance seemed concerned mostly with 
whether the Preferred Alternative will truly provide traffic relief or just relocate the problem into 
the adjacent towns.  Overall, verbal comments made around the display boards suggested the 
attendees like the Preferred Plan and wanted to see something done in this area but were still 
hesitant whether this was the answer. 

Written comments received included the following points: 

• “Hollywood Boulevard should be extended to the west and then south to US 98 to 
alleviate the congestion through Mary Esther” 

• “Sidewalks/bike paths should be constructed along the north side of US 98 connecting 
Hurlburt to Mary Esther.” 

• “Two new bridges should be constructed to the island and a new pass accessing the Gulf 
of Mexico south of the proposed interchange.” 

RESULTS OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

An advertisement was published in the Northwest Florida Daily News on October 15, 2003, 
announcing the availability of the Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) for review and 
comment.  A copy of the Draft EA was placed at the Mary Esther Library from October 15, 2003 
through November 15, 2003.  No written comments were received by mail or e-mail.   

Copies of the Draft EA were also provided to the following agencies:  Florida Department of 
Transportation, Florida State Clearinghouse; U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville 
District; U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, Panama City, Florida; and 
the EPA, Region 4, Water Management Division.  Copies of correspondence received from the 
Florida State Clearinghouse and the Fish and Wildlife Service are included in Appendix B. 
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APPENDIX B: CORRESPONDENCE 

Okaloosa County Public Works 

State of F lorida 

Florida State Clearinghouse 
Department of Community Affairs 
2555 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2100 

RE: Advance Notification 
Hurlburt Field Entrance at US 98 
Okaloosa County, Florida 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

April 9, 2002 

The attached Advance Notification Package is forwarded to your office for processing 
through appropriate State agencies in accordance with Executive Order 95-359. 
Distribution to local and federal agencies is being made as noted. 

Although more specific comments will be solicited during the permit coordination 
process, we request that permitting and permit review agencies review the attached 
information and furnish us with whatever general comments they consider pertinent at 
this time. 

This is a potential federal aid action and Okaloosa County and the F lorida Department of 
Transportation, in consultation with the Federal Highway Administration, will determine 
what degree of environmental documentation will be necessary. This determination will 
be based upon environmental evaluations and comments made by our consultant, HDR 
Engineering, Inc., as well as comments received through coordination with other 
agencies. Please provide a consistency review for this project in accordance with the 
State's Coastal Zone Management Program. 

In addition, p lease review this improvement's consistency, to the maximum extent 
feasible, with the approved Comprehensive Plan of the local government(s) pursuant to 
Chapter 163, Florida Statutes. 

We are looking forward to receiving your comments on this project within 45 days. 
Should additional review time be required, a written request for an extension of time 
must be submitted to our office within the initial 45-day comment period. 

1759 S. Ferdon Blvd, Crestview, FL 32536 
Office (850) 689-5772 

Fax (850) 689-5715 
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Advance Notification 
Hurlburt Field Entrance at US 98 
Page 2 

Your comments should be addressed to: 

Ms. Danielle Slaterpryce, P.E. 
Okaloosa County, Director of Public Works 
1759 South Ferdon Boulevard 
Crestview, Florida 32536 

Your expeditious handling of this notice will be appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

~~U-= 
Director of Public Works 

enclosure 



Appendix B Correspondence 

 Environmental Assessment of B-3 
 US 98 at the Entrance to Hurlburt Field 

 

 

Mailing List 

cc: 

Federal Highway Administration, Division Administrator 

Federal Emergency Management Agency - Natural Hazards Branch, Chief 

Federal Railroad Administration- Office of Economic Analysis (RRP-32), Director 

U.S. Department of Interior- Bureau of Land Management, Eastern States Office 

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Regional Environmental Officer 

U.S. Department of Interior- U.S. Geological Survey Chief 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency - Region IV, Regional Administrator 

U.S. Department of the Interior- Fish and Wildlife Service, Field Supervisor 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers - Regulatory Branch, District Engineer 

U.S. Department of Commerce - National Marine Fisheries Service - Habitat Conservation 

Division 

U.S. Department of the Interior- National Park Service - Southeast Regional Office 

U.S. Department of Commerce -National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 

U.S. Department of Health and Human services- Center for Environmental Health and Injury 

Control 

U.S. Coast Guard- Commander (obr)- Eighth District 

Florida Game and Fresh Water Fish Commission- Office of Environmental Services 

West Florida Regional Planning Council 

Northwest Florida Water Management District 

Chairman, Okaloosa County Board of County Commissioners 
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HURLBURT MAlN CATE AT US 98 
OKALOOSA COUNTY 

ADVANCE NOTIFICATION FACT SHEET 

L P roje.ct Description: 

The current project cons ists of a Project Development and Enviromnental (PD&E) Sntdy 
to detem1ine the feasibility of constructing an interchange at the main gate to Hurlburt 
Field on U.S. 98. It is expected that the study will lead to subsequent project design and 
construction phases. A F lorida Jnfrastn•cture Grant from Enterprise Florida, Jnc._ (EFl) is 
fimding the initial srudy pbase. 

2. Pt·oject Need: 

The purpose of the study is to detennlne the feasibil ity of constructing an interchange at 
the main gate to Hurlburt Field on U.S- 98. An interchange, if constructed, would 
substamia)ly reduce delays to motorists at the intersection, reduce the likelihood of base
bound motorists blocking the t.hrough lanes on U.S 98, and by reducing the trdvel times 
to Hurlburt Field, extend the distance that personnel can live from Hurlburt Field. An 
interchange would also be expected to reduce the irequeocy and severity of traffic 
crashes occurring at the intersection. 

3. En\1ro•tm.enta11nformation: 

a. Land Uses 

The potential limits of roadway construction are shown on the attached location 
map and consist of approximately 4.000-feet (0.75 miles). US 98 (S R 30) is a 
major coastal 4-Jane highway providing heavy air force base traffic to Hurlburt 
Field, an imerstate east/west tourist beach connection, and provides a local 
commuter connection between Navarre and the Fort Walton Beach area. The 
surrotmding and adjacent land use consists entirely of military prope:rty. The 
project will impact a pedestrian walkover, and will be considered and addressed 
during the design. Beyond the project lintits, land use changes to mixed single
family/ multi-family residential and low intensity commercial. 

b. Wetlands 

A Wetland E\•alu:ation Report and Wetland Rapid Assessment Procedure (WRAP) 
wi ll be prepared for this project. ImpactS to mostly roadside ditches and 
maintained drainage ways will be temporary in nature and witl be minimized by 
adllereoce lo the FDOT Standard Specifications. The construction will avoid and 
minimize wetland impacts · in compliance with Executive Order 11990; there i.s 
no practicable alternative to the proposed construction in wetltmds and tlie ac1ion 
includes all pracricable measures 10 minimize harm /o wetlands. which may res<dt 
from such use. 

B-5 
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c. Floodplains 

The proposed project is located within the 100-year floodplain as defined by 
Executive Order 11988. Since construction will occur wimin existing right-of
way, U1ere will be no support of incompatible Jloodplain development. The 
project will not adversely affect natural or benefic·ial floodplain values. This 
encroachment is not significant. 

d- Water Quality/ Stormwater 

This project will increase impermeable surface area a nd involves replacement of 
existing drainage structures. Storm water retention ponds will be construcued in the 
vicinity. Regulatory requirement~ will apply to water quality issues. Water quality 
issues will be mitigated through compliance with the quanrity design requirements 
placed by the Florida Department of Environmental Protection. Water quality 
impacts will be minimized by following agency guidelines and be.st management 
practices for erosion and sediment control. 

e. Wildlife and Habitat 

A field survey and literamre search will be conducted for the project area. 
Hurlburt AfB does provide breedin g area and habitat for a variety of marine life 
and waterfowl species. Specific requirements with respect to protection o f listed 
species will include construction constraints and will be documemed in the 
Wildlife and Habitat Report. 

f. Outstanding Florida Waters a nd Aquatic Preserves: 

There are no Outstanding Florida Waters or Aquatic Preserves located within the 
project area. 

g. Coas tal Zone Consistc.ncy DctermJnation is Required: 

[X) Yes [] No 

h. Cultural Resources: 

There are no !mown historical sites involved with the project. However, a 
professional Cultural Resource Survey willl>e requested at the appropriate stage 
of project development. An evaluation by U1e State Historic Preservation Officer 
wilt follow completion of the survey. 

i. Contamination: 

A Contamination Review will be conducted for this project. One pipeline that 
handles petroleum products is located in the project area and is periodic<!lly used 
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for fuel offioading. There are no visible indications t>f leaks, however additional 
reviews will be conducted and documented during the s tudy. 

j. Noise: 

Noise levels along the project would be expected to change as the road is widened 
and traffic is incr-eased. A Noise Study RepOrt describing existing and anticipated 
future traffic noise will be prepared. 

4. Pennits Required: 

It is anticipated that the following permits will be required: 

• US Anny Corps of Engineers -Nationwide Pennit 
• Florida Department of Environmental Protection - Wetland Resource Permit 

and Stonnwater Generall'ermit 
US Environmental Protection Agency- NPDES/M4 
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thi$ office req~ the cpporttu\ily 10 review the i.Jtfurmatioo oo wbith ~-uch a dcterrniMdOD is 
based, aoo to concur wilh tl<at detcrmiaa6on. 

2 
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 Environmental Assessment of B-11 
 US 98 at the Entrance to Hurlburt Field 

 
 

 

F~ HO. 850 432 8CIO 
IIAY-~8 ·02 IO,ST; 

P. 04 
PA<lE 4 

Seeciun 7(-d) ~r tho Am ~ tbe ""!uircroon& lblrt the ~al os->' o.nd pem>i! or nc.u.., 
~~pplklll!lsluill not tllllktlll!)' lrrtversll>IO or ittcttlcvahle eummhmtlll of,_,.,,.... durir>' die 
CIOIMilU!ion period which. in llli:<1, ......uct dcoY 1.lw Alnoulatlon or ilopio=>tlliou of-I\IOhk 
~ recl!'dkog .-......,. ... liskd spocic:o. 

It~ that !be propooed !alpro'lmltntSwill.~>«>~t <>J.>na cxlslioa rocd ~t:-w.y. We .mh 
to p<tilll out tha~ In s-ra~ ~~ W<>tlt accurtbl;! wUbin rialKS-of-way ""'Y liiiV<I l!OlDt potemiAI 
to o.lliM lilted spo<l<s. l'or """""'''o. a i6ted plan~ ,.. .. """"'In • ~t~ w ir>.l'04Idsillc 
dllclle&. -tnO"""c hesllJOilf.oioec! sUal>io ooodi6oos. Wo ""'ea:lo!ins •lbt of""" plenl 
ipi.'<liH fur Obloooa Counry, rec<'llllr ~by Fl-iAJ., lb6l kbJil.b....,... ~ 
ooourring willliD ri~f-"'lly. WbUc no li<ler&lly tilled plsnl opec:ics tue lcnown to oceur in 
dabt.•·of'Wlly in Oblooia Couwy. lbe list lntlldell ,_,..llllrto liowd spt>cle._ Gopher lnrtoiso 
bulrows, lcoo'lm to OOC<IT- nnlriel~Lo-of.way on uplm:l $ltco. ..-y cootal!l eut<mindliO 
...oka. .,'b:ll,..s-of'woy""""'wilhinlbe~ofl<llkocUdod woodliOCkcr c.._cn. oo: 
it dote proiCimi<y ID bo&kl cqlo-. ~~pro~ d~ beyoud w1>11c 
MTllllll>' c:IIJICrilllllld, rl1ll1 bM> lho pottllllal fi)r dlotu2lq tbo hiNt olwlae ....w. """""'"' 
f>iolurbmoo wltbln rigbl .. of·WB;y OOCIJI1'ine within Mtlllods has !.be pc>ta91 m GpeGtiDil OilY 
.-by blwoods "''I!OVI!lder ~pond>. ll\ otdn to detcrlllibe lho ~It of l.bis pro jed oo 
fed..:Wir liotod specla, on analr.slr oflbe <~'of "''ft ~with rigluJ.of·"'IYS sbou:ld bt 
c~., -.11•••,.-ion wort.illolha'~ 
To !lo<lbot aulstyou in8DIIIyzioa t.beetfeo!>of thll projeot, wa""' ~ "SI<Kil<:!led Conumu 
for Dlol.o:tlfc<>J t'wlrttatl<>m tWI B/oJogiu/ A~ll-1111. • Thli doeWJJent ofll:10 more dot~ 
tiU01Iaoe ""..-kind of~ is lZCdcd 10 ~ eYIIhiale the ill.,act of• projecl"" 
ls!ed spec.los. "Topio 116" ill the - bco a ponpph thooc ~die«<. iD<&e<t. and 
Cllllllllatno·e <lfe.:ts on • specia. 

We ll'C .....a.blc tu lll$isl ''"' io evublling pqlcllllal o:fli:,c;t• of a projec1 on w•L1aocls ~ p~ 
pro,loc:t pla<mins. lD ....,.ru. ..., ,_,IIIII!Oild tllo: wttland lmpeou bo n oidc>d on6 ~ ~ 
tlJ:- pro<tiooblc,lllll ~ ~ bt (~od 1"iib ilp~ ~ 
mco.wres. .EII<Iosed ""' guid.dmoo to ""'""' you iD this~ 

Tbd. you f:>r prov'.cllna u.• wll.h tbo opportuony to ~ oo Ibis projoet. ~ oonuoct 
1>1ar)' Mltt!poflhioom...o> .,.._;,n 236 6>r ~ intbmloti<>nlttd roorctm.otion. 

3 
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 Environmental Assessment of B-12 
 US 98 at the Entrance to Hurlburt Field 

 
 

 

Y.AY-28·02 TIJE 12:34 FM ~OR E~'GIHEERII-t INC FAX NO. 850 432 8010 
SEilT 9Y: O!<Al OOSA coumV £~GIHEE;;IN~; 8SO 89Q 51!&; ~·v·~9·0~ 10:~7; 

B!¥>\o&"""" 
Okalovsa ·County Spoclcs List 
FNAI Li>t ofltarel'lallt Spc:<J.!$. of<>UlwiiO. C<>unty w/Specie• Potetltlally OowrriJ>g Wirllin 
~f. way Ulldmli!led 

Suesested C<>lll<olts fur Biolog'.cal E"""""ions Alld Biological Asso:SS!t'd!nlll 
PatWl)Jl City Fidd ()~ Weiland MhlgBiio!\ QuiC.mc. 
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 Environmental Assessment of B-13 
 US 98 at the Entrance to Hurlburt Field 

 
 

 

REC'O 
l 

$ T4 H OF FlOA.lCA J\JN t t i 
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY AFFAIRS ~~=~.,f1 ; 

•oedicbl"d ro m~klflg Florida a better place to a<~ II home· r:tzfj..fl!;,f( 
~ -·=~ 

M$. nani•llo Slat~y~~. P.f>. 
OkaloQSa Cuanty, Dir<£101 of Public Works 
1 7~9 South l'etn.don Boulevaro 
Cre~tview. Florida 12536 

,~,= ~ 

RE: U.S. Oepartment of t"ntrt!!'<'rlat•on • Hlghway Planning Md Ct>nsk-uolion • Adva= 
N<>llficntion • Hurlburt ff.,ld Fn!Nu>«: 31 tr .S. Qij . Ok>l!oo<a C"~cnt>. Flanda 
SAl: FL:W0204111Sl\IC 

ilear Ms. Slaterpryce: 

The Florida State ClearioS)lo-, pul"$UMI to eXo¢1ltlV¢ Or<!er 1 2~72, Quhema~vclal F.xe::utive Q«!e.r 
9S-3S9. the (:oastal Zone Manag•mcnt Act, 16 1l.S.C. §§ 1451-1464, as am.md<d, and th<: National 
linviron..'llCn~l !'olicy Act, 14 U.S.C. §§ 432!. 4331-4335, 4341-4347, asamen<Jed. hAs oourdinallod the 
review of tl\e .abnve~retlm:mced Adv;tDC¢ notdlcath,')n 

The Department of State (DOS) noles that an arcbaooklg1cal and hiSt<ll'i"'"l MV¢)' will b<: .undocted 
during tbe U<Ott ph . ..., ufthe project to identifY any signitican\ vohaco!ogic•l At!<!for historic site• which may 
l>t f(!¢(\IW wiUii:rrlho j>roj~c; oreo, The ;~ppUeant i• ,..q,rtred to provide the n::su1ts of the •urvey to the !>OS 
for rev~·. 1bt> applicant is also N>quired to consult with tho OOS reg...-ding avolde.o<e or millgation of any 
impact~ to Sites idtmtfltd In thHunoey. Ple:we.roffi lo lhe cn<:4<1$td DOS rommen1.1 ror d«iil$, 

l.last!d on the information c<mtaincd in the tefer~'ilc~ n(ltific•licn ao.d the encl~ oommenb 
provided by onr reviewin~ •g•nd.., tl!e •ttte h .. <kt<mJ'imed tha~ at till$ stage, tlu. •llocation of federallilnds 
for tho aoove-referenced project is consistent with th• Florida Const•l Management Program (l'CMP). All 
Sli.-OOequcn'- cnv·fr(H'tment.al dO':unt~1ts ~for thi£ project must bt rtvicWW to dMermine the ptojecr~ 
coruil!ued con<istency with the fC~I'. The state's oootinued •'011cwtence with the t~roject will be txoS•'<I . in 
part, on the ade<;uatc «>!lOlution of issues ido:ntl!loo during thl• • nd subs<q~ent reviews. 

Comments provided b;·lhe W""t Florida Re~onol ?Ianning Cnunci! are als<J encln•od fO< yOt>r 
;nfomlation. Thank yuu fur the OjlpotWn~y 10 review this ptoj«t. Jfyoo hav¢ any ~uestloos regJ!<Iina !hi> 
letter, pka.<c oontoct Ms. Jasmin Ra!Tmgton at {&~Oj 922-5438. 

SWC/rk 
En<:lo~um 
cc: Jo\nct Snyder Matthew•. DOS 

Si1>Ce1ely. 

tt/!a~~ 
tins, Acting Administrdtor 

J Mru'lagcment Program 

aos • S" \IMAJ'tO O A K !IOVl..l'l/ , .. .tt O • 'fAt..l.' H 'B8l<t!, FLORIDA l "l )9f-21 00 
Phone: (tStJJ "''· 84 8$/Sune.-..'tl He"&•&& F AX: (!5G) 9 2. t.07e; 'I IS unc:om 291·\H&i 

l t\lt nul add teu : http ://www.de~. JHJt, . f1.\i$· 

(M11CALaTA.TtOCN~"!\OOIRc:t 
1tMOWMif.H~ $.ilcb2 
t>I.-~H~~1 
~, .. ~. 
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 Environmental Assessment of B-14 
 US 98 at the Entrance to Hurlburt Field 

 
 

 

OIV'UJION!Of Pt.O).toA. 'Ol.PAJITM~ 0t$TA_n 
CWI"'(.«W~ 

G'IIMc•·~tw' .. ~ 
n(~o1~ 

~ .. ~ 
()M,MQ OICW.f*ral,..,., ,..,..._ ... ,.~*' ·--~ 
~W\~ci~W~'I\~II'e 

·~"'*-" Oli.kmiirt 
1)1.,..0{/ll!~li""~ FLORTOA DEPARTMU..~T OF STATE 

Katherine Hams 
Se<'l'6try "' Stale 

OlVISION 0!' l!TSTORJCA 1. RESOURCES 

Mr . . 'lt!Jtc Mu:ny 
Depa:unem of Co!M>ur•IY Mft~n; 
Ftoruh Couttl J>.!an&JC'IIO'l i'foanm 
2SS5 Shumo.nl OK lloule-....0 
Tdlohu&e.o, florida 32399-2100 

i\.E: DUll No. :Z002.Q4040 I R.cctl'-...1 by OUR: April n, 2002 
SAl"' 2002041718l9C 

M.v..fQAOf't1111:n.oc.mA C-loaiN"' 
!b-Ile ~. .. <t( l tt!I(AM!l 

~ttftNt~~---·l~tJ!..-1 

"~e... .. w.. 
~"-'.t.1'14W..~~ 

~·.,.., 
~~~ 

lll1'l~' Ill ~,., .. f" 
Ptp~ (l(t ..... lNwctlfltl\t 

Ot,.'IJQtlt.M o1Hit;1wit.T s.1rty n-6 Nc• v,~ 
~~ of\'~li!BM' Ar!Ws 

May 16,2002 

'i~Jli 
I, 

Mnnoc NctJGalion - Hurlburt Field En~ a: US 'S ' - · · · 
Otcaloosa C<luoty. Florida 

Deor Mr. Mll!"'llY: 

Ow o!Tm ._;.w one! reviewed the above Kfm-1\Ud l""'ie<t in ~ wilh S«n<>n I U6 of 1bo 
NotioMI Ht4':bric Ptturw:tio• Act of 1904 (Public l.aw 89-US). u omrnded In 1992, ll1d J6 C.F./1., Port 
800: p..,tlfL:IItm <>flli&toric Prop•ni«J, Chapter 267, FI<Jri4o Stnlut~.t, Plorid.o'r Coasts! Man.aaommt 
I'Togrun. and i:nplomcnlins state rcaul~tions, for p<>ooiole impoot to hilton• ~ U.tcd, Or "liaible fat 
lislinJ, lD lh<: NotiOMIJ Register ofHI$turlc l'ia<u, e< <>lhe.-witc ~!bistoriul, anohiboot.,...l otarcbatolo8J<>l 
var.~e~ 1'be State ltiJtoric Pfd~·non 01T'Kftt b to acl ... in ~ -.niA.ssa~ liiOd fc.ckr.l a,sc;1c1'U wbcn 
identi(jlll\i hinoric propcrti<>, ,...,$$inC etrccu upon them, and COIUicl<:ting •lt.r.na~t>-.,.., •vo•d « 
mi.nimlw ad.~• :fre<U. 

We hav• rtvoewed u,, Ad,•an<e Notir.,llioo fortbe l'lcrido Dtp:ol'tm<:llt ofTrmsponation .,m:>ject 
ref~.~. We r.ol<r ~bit the pmject wt11 ha-c a cu!~~ml rat0\11« ~y Jl"''fmmed. Theref'oro, 
wnd!d!Jil<:<l OJlon lbc DOT und<:nakm& • <ol:ur•I I'CJOIJIU •""'•Y· ond appop:i•tely o"<Hdtna or 
miniml%1ng proJect Impact$ to ony ld<!lltfied liJniliuntar<h•eologll181 «hi ttoric slle$, the proposed ptOJ"<I 
will have nt> odverse effe<:t on nt•toric propenies I hied, or eligible for listing, in t.lle Natlo••l R~u" of 
/Jislori< Plttces, or OChctWtco ofhi5!orit:&l or &IChaeological Yalut. 1f tMoe o.ondition• ...,met, th.c pmjeot 
wiD also be CO;Otiltcnt with Section I 06 of the NoJiONJJ Histone ProsuvtJtiolt Ad af 190d one! !he: l\i$1oriC 
~lion UjiCCII of Florida's Coutol Mmqemcnl Ptogmn. 

If lllt:n.,. any quesnon• coneemini our comment& or reconuntlld&tions, please comact Smh Jalving, 
ltiotori< Sitet SJ><'ciallat, by ele<trontc maU 11 ~alvin,@mail doutale.fi.U< or at 850·245-6333 or SunCom 
205·6333. Tin .11lc Y"-' for you:r interest in proteclinJI'lotida't hi<todc pn>p<"1iu. 

Sln=ely, 

L/t(c- J2nc1 Snyder Monhcws, Ph.O.,I>hcoor, •cd u Sta~ Hi>torie rr..<m bon Officotr 

~00 S. B1uaouch Strct' • Ttllab.anH, P1 .l134)9-91SO • http:f/WW'ft,Oh-.rltv.at.oom 

0 1)\ftQt(l orr~ O.Atd!wo ... N:a11 .... ;aff't! ~.tbttk rrttenanDft d ""'tllrk.J M.u"""'' 
(01) )45..eOO • PA:k.%4UCS ('SO}'X$ot444 • ti\X:. )l~ \asD)~J.l • FAX ~1 (lt5C)~ • f.AX:.lU.....,., 

0 ~ ,.•.-m•• ._.11i-o-t Off'.!('< 0 T• ""-,_ Aqio.IW ~ 
('lll4)12k!O<S•fA)"l25-»W \"~)~•fiJI: 21:-2)411 
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 Environmental Assessment of B-15 
 US 98 at the Entrance to Hurlburt Field 

 
 

 

VltRPC WEST FLORIDA REGIONAL PLANNING COUNCIL 
P<M! Of!lct kt ~7~ • 3d5 l'lortl> U"' Ao..,.,. • Po-.• flo,...ll51 )."59 
l't!O<OC (~~~~ • !JC ~S!llO o (IGO)~:U·I!Il4 • tr.n(3SO)!!H-IH7 

_,,_,.,._ 
a.e-. 

~yr.,._ 

"k..OW ....... 

Y AX TRANS:MJTTAL(S) Total tf ()fPages fmdu.ding eover): 2 

TO: ST A. TE CLEARINGHOUSE • FAX: (851)) 414·0479 

DATil:: ~125,2~} 

FJ{OM· lerrtt Ne~ LeWJs. lntcrgovemmwtal Review Coordinator 
Eltr.&olf.on 226 
Jewl•J l.ilw!rp:.IULO.us 

SV8.r£,CJ;': StAt-e Cle~rtn~~e Revl~w($) FlU! 'l'r<~n.~m!U.~: 

5Al4r Project D~rlptioo RPC" 
I'UOOW4171839C Ad.,._ n~ of o !>0&£ to dcl.elDI!ne feasibility of cotUtM:ling 0591·04-17-wel 
Recdvcd <112$102 an lti!Ud!ange &J lh• mlliD gale 10 Hurlburt Fleld on U.S. 98. 

f: I No C.ommeou - Generally COl!JiJient vnlllllle Wl'SRPP 

Commcn~a Auachcd I 

1/ )'011 h4ve any qul!film.t, plttllt calL 

• .. ,~,...,..S..Jtw..()kt ..... W.JlU~B,Gap.K..,.&"~CIJI~ .. ,_. .. a.ftlfctp.~ .•. " 
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 Environmental Assessment of B-16 
 US 98 at the Entrance to Hurlburt Field 

 
 

 

WFR~C I080Z P. OC2/00Z 

WEST f LORIDA REGIONAL PLANNING COUNCIL 
Poet Of.llo•ll<lx 975?•l'e.~M<.Aia, Jnot'!dit.3:SJ3-97!!9o343! Nordlll0 

" " .,..,. (~) 
Pb.,.,t (850) 5~0.(1/C 695-8910•(800) lU·8914•F•~ (~) 5'$-8967 
Woi>Silo< --.~<111.11..,. 

FL 2002. 041 1tf.11 c., 

MemoransJum 
To: JRttie lewis, Regional Plar.ner 

From: 

Subject 

Date: 

Gory Kramer, Senior Transportation Planner ~'\C._,. 

Aclvanoed NQtlfi.callon Hul1bUrt Field EntranQ& al US 98 

AprfJ22, 2002 

As a review aget~Cy for lJlrergovenJrne.ntal Coorclin8llon for Clle project identi.fi.ed o.bove. I II ave the fol)owinc 
comment regvding ~ pt>:)jc..t me~~tltlmd abo• e. 

• This projeet, u afesAbilliJI sllldy, is oonsinent w! r.h f1lc Fort Walton Buch l:\(P()!. '202S Long RDI!p 
Tm~s~tloo Plan. Thlf plan elltaili t11 inr.erdlange need lt l.TS 98 aDd. Hutlburt P!eld. Howev.er. 
Ull~ project Is DO( currently in the 20ZS Coo Fea&ble PW, beeaWte it Wll6 t~ttic.ip~~t.ed It would h3ve 
to be built willl the nor.mal iW.C tnd feclerall:n<lnies tbat arc &Yllilable to build tnllSJ'O.!tlllion pn>jcm 
in the MPO Stwy AJu. If. 1M fe..,.ib!Jlty &rudy <Jerermlnes tile project if f~ibl~ •nd fwclin& i• 
obtained lbrongh a Florid.! lnfnstruaure G::snt froCII EnJ.erprise Florida, Inc. tO GOnstruct th¢ projc;t, 
th.c M:PO'• 202S Long R"'gc Ttanspomli.on Plan will need tO be amended to accollllllOd.sle 11116 
request. 
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 US 98 at the Entrance to Hurlburt Field 

 
 

 

TO: 

t<QRTHWIE8T' FLORIDA WATEA MMAGEUENT OltTRICT 
l'ro~ "-"1ft Fcml 

Slolte C!Miingt;o.,.. 
P,POIImoftt or e<ommunlty Alholr. 
:1556 S"""""d O&klloulevlfd 
Tallahe- I'L ~~tOO 

Moy2, 2!102 

Ptoject Review: ln'"'l!ovomiMIIlal Coordination 
Tltlo: U.S.Depl. of Tl"'ttopQrlation-Highway Plonnklt .. Con&tNotiO!\

A,._ Notlfk:atlari-HIIflourt Flekl Entrance at US te - OIUolooaa 
~~- ~ . 

SAil: 1'1.2002>04111839C 

T..,. Olsttlct 1161 -""' eUI>jloct ap(!lieatoon ano attac11met118· in ...,....,.a 'l'ill> ita 
retpcnsibl!itiM and aUII\Orily under lhe proviSions o1 Chopl.ef 373, FIOri<* Slalut.s. ~ a "'".,ft 
review. 1M Oitlriel !IU th& follOWing r-es: 

,.)(._ No Comment. 

SUI'IIC"$ the l""j<>c1, 

()bjeeb to the ptojllCt: bllianatlon atta ched. 

Ha<~ no objection 10 U'le ;xQjfd; expaanouon op<icnel 

cannot evaiU...., the projKt expllnalion ai'I8CIIed. 

DEGR!£ OF !I£YJCW 
~ Doev~ ..._,reviewed. 

Fl&ld ln-,;g.r.tklft was l)elformed. 

DiSCUSsed l<ld/0< C(!lltactod appto;>nat$ olliee al>o\11 ~ 

MdiUor.al dOOumentalloMt ,.lfCh Is roqvirvd. 

SIGHED "m m.:., c.oO.. ~I 
Duncan Jay Cairns 
Chief, Bur.l!lw. & A••· PI"Q. 
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 Environmental Assessment of B-18 
 US 98 at the Entrance to Hurlburt Field 

 
 

 

....,.., 4/15/02 
COHHEM'Ta 001: DA!:'Ih S/l.7/02 

Aeu•a•:. Ct.SAAA»C~ 001: OA'!"£ : $/14/0'l. 

AGHICUL TUR£ 

""""' <=0trflf!L1lJftlf'r' UFAUUi 
PtaH •nd 'Ml.OUn C:OMWUIOH 
.91''Al! 
TRAM11t¢R'fATI()N 
ilfV'lJ\QNMI.tn'AL PAOtEC'ftOti 

he t\tl<hH ckl<.tmtnt rt'Qulf'H a Contlt ZOM Mtftagcntf'll Ac:Vfroridt 
oulll ••naotmtnt Protntm c:ooatllttney .,...tubCIOft •~"~4 II catf';oriad 
I OM oftM toUowint: 

ftcterW /tiS~ toltm orl.o;.~~l O:mtmJtnt(16 CF'ft UO, Subpatt '). 
AgtndK .,. l'tO\Iitrtd to evtJUIN tbe conall:llmq of the ~ttvfb". 

DJ-f-..IM-IUC~UO,-C). ,...._, • ...,_.,. 
NQVII"tGtGfYmith • ~~y ~I'Widel'l foo"tth• s..-·. 
~MnaiOI'~· 

OuMt CO~!Wdll SMW btai-Ot'ttkm.. Ot\lt~Or~~ 
..&~vltlH (1 5 0nt HG. Sl.lbpltrt E). O.tttott .. rtQW.,_ t(t Pto'rifit I 
COf\tr.t• O'IC'( CIIUdflc:.t.iCllr.l for...,.. ooncurt'Ctf~W6bjdott.. 

ftdtrlf l..ie4'nJinQ o t ~IUlng: Aettvtty (t& CFJ\ I:SO, ~rt D). S~"' 
'""'~witt ..wr tr. ...,.l\.oll.tiN Cor eMt~Wncr)o wt.t.n ~ b not en 
llMIOQ•lM ~ ~or popmti. 

To: FlofldaSt~nCif!allnghOUM 1!0. 12372/NI!I'A 
AGENCY CONTACT AND COO!UltNATO:R (SCH} 
25$5$HUMAAOOAK8LVO · '/ 
TALLAMASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-2100 I ~:~'flo Comment 
(860) 414-8S80 ISC 99-1~560) 0 Comm~t A-hed 
\860) ~14-0479 r1 NotApj>{i<:allte. 

fJOM: 
Oivi$10nteureau: 

Data 

NWFWMO 

Reooun:e ~·- I>i•. o ...... J.c-.. 
.. n--.--~1%-· 
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Projoot D.cc ription: 

I u.s. Q;;;n~fTtfNPo"-IOn. ~ Ml!J!Wtay 
PlaN*Ig ltd Co:'IWIJC:IWI ~ ~fiCO ~tmQ!Iotl • 

'! Hvtft:IYil Field Ent>tnu- &1 US M • OM:aoo.. 
Coum)'. FIOril!a. 

l 

"··-·--· -··· 

:1 No CommGnVCor'!slctom 

D COI'olilM<>VC<Jmmenl~ Abehfld 
:...._. lnc:onsislenVCcmments A.ttacn.d 
0 Not 1\pptieeble 
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 Environmental Assessment of B-19 
 US 98 at the Entrance to Hurlburt Field 

 
 

 

.... ... . ·-, 
:lUHTY: OKALOOSA Pll.n : C/15/02 

CCO+<Dn'S DU1!: DA1'B r S/17/02 
CLII.AIWICJ: DUE OM'£ : 15/ H / 02 

A<lORiCUI. ~ 
X ()1'T1EO 

COMMUNITY AfFAIRS 
A&Wa.IHlWLOLHCOa.MISSR)M 
STAT£ 
TIU.NPORTATtOH 
ll.lM~O,...CNTAL PAO'I'EC1'10N 

! I 
! I 
1

1 
I 

I I 
II 
I I . 

>IOI<THWE$1 FLORJO,t. ~ 

• MU.dlod document t"tqV!m • eo.-.1 z~ Ml,......nt N.ttf~ 
eatat Men..,ntn( P'l'OQrwn consi11tnc~ l"lltVIMion a,d ta c~Mgoftncl 

..,. "'"'' "'11••-g: 
F-... ..-Me1et:IIM• to s.w., ~..oe.•t ~mmet'lt{tl. eFA. tJO. e:~o~bf:t-lt II}. 
A~.,.. .....,,,.., to tv.t"alt tp)t-¢0t\s l!.ten.c)l of ft. a."""ft'r'· 

Oil'f(~ l?e<:•tai ActMty .11 CFR 130, $.,.._11 C). Ft4tl"lt A.~ca.t .,. 
,.qu1rtd tq futnbft • C'OtWISUincy --~-O:I'llot tM Stllilt'• 
ecncu~nce « objc<.Ufln, 

0\Mr l:onti...,.l She" E~P-. Oovtl<>pmam .. ,..,..,_, 
Att:i¥ftlft (16 ern tlO, $fJtlpart I'J. Opm't0\'8 1tt't "'qutnd to provide a 
eont.lA•ftGY « rt:ncalh:::ln tor st.nt 0Qtle\tfttn¢~C\, 

'"ch-rat &..teen""' 01 P•t"mmttine ~Giivl(y C14 CI'Jlt-tO, .Su.rt 0).. Such 
projK.,. wsn orfy be "'ltt&«ted tor cotl5J••noy wMn ~ Fa not M 

lifta;to.totA *Uite: ·~ 01 petml\. 

To: FloffdeSiat•Ciu<lntlh.,.... !0.12312JNEPA 
1\GeNCY CONTI\CT /\NO COORDINATOR (SCH) 
2555 SHUMARD OAK 8l VO rfsJ 

.; 

TAl i.AHASSE!!, FLOPIIDA 32399-2100 }l No Comment 
(850) 414~580 tSC 994o~;5801 •· Comment Arteched 
(850) 414-047S f I Not AppUcable 

f rom: 
Oivision/Bureau: 

.. ~tfu/a 

---~-4'1...!:~"'-~/AL-.. 

B - 19 

aut ' FL200204171839C 

~ - .... ~ - ..... -...... .......... - -.. 
l~VI~ONtoefTAli"'UCY UHIT i 

f 

~'~l~ctlptionL.--·-- --
u.s. OOI>aftmtflt cf ,,__ • ~I)' 
Plano~ and OonstNCllcn • A<JnnQC NotHictlion • 
ti\il'lbWI f1tlc! e.nlftttOt: at us 9& . Obi~• 
¢01Jnty, 'ficwld • . 

~Nocommeo~ 
::::: ConslstenVCemments Attllelle<l 
~ lnconsistent!Comrnents Attach<!d 

Not Appl'.eeb4e 



Appendix B Correspondence 

 Environmental Assessment of B-20 
 US 98 at the Entrance to Hurlburt Field 

 
 

 

:OUHTY: OKALOOSA 

AGRlCLO.'tii!K 
orrm 
C<*MIJt<I'IY A1FAIIU 

X F&SH IM WILDLIFECCiiii:MI&StOH 
STATE 
TAANS.PORTATK)H 
£N'/IAONM!NTAl PI<OfEC'ItON 

WAT8ft ftt!rtOMN"f. I»STJt'IOfS 

-1 ,-. --· .;;;T,i;,$T f\.ORIOA -0 

I 

I 

PAGE 8/8 

DArt: C/15/02 
C<M<EN'!'. DllB 1>-"'l'l:: &/17/02 

c:Lil.AJWIC~ !>Ill! ""'tl: ' 6/U /G2 

•~• • FL200204171UtC 
\ )fie I'OUCY UNITS 

"I r·-IH~ ... PC>U<:v.;,;;·· ···. 
I ! 
i 

I ' ftECEIVED BY FWC 

APR 24 20D2 

.J I L.....-.----

"';a.tf.~ doc:UMt"t '"""""" I CNNII i ont Man-~Q~MMnt M\ll"JJna 
~ Mtnaottft«<t Pt'()fttM eon~.,.~ INI It ct .. iliHIRG 
t onto~ uw tonowtnt: 

,.....,.. Attit&ltnoetc fia.te ot ~Go'vetnnunti11CFR tiO, t~· F), 

A~eltt are ftQiolitH W e'VI•~ U!• eonali.WMy of h actM"ty. 

Dlrcct f .s.tal "CIMty (11 C'lt tic, &ubpM C). Ftdtrai Agantm 4ft 
nquin'il tu fvmith • eo.nlflteney ct•rmJnattOfl fOr 1ftt Still's 
c.oncurtenc:a cw o~lon.. 

CI'I'At' eontl~ ''I'JeltflilPionGon. Owek!p!rn41nl or l'f'OidijCJ!Ot\ 
Ac.t!YNK (U Cf'R no. s~ 1), ~ ,.1'eQt.l&-ec~ to Jl'fovklt, 
co,_.14tMq ~l.f.ullicn fof •tMe conct~tN.'\c.fObJ•tllnn.. 

~t L!c.nslft\' or h111'1ftlfnt Aca~Ky {11 CAA UO, Subp.an C), 8~ 
p~ Wfti onrv be wel\mld for conalltenc.y ~~,.II nota 'I\ 
.... ., ........ ltc...,.. 0" ..... il. 

To: florida Stole CS.Ntnghouu EO. 1237VN£PA 
AGENCY CONTACT AND COORDINATOR (SCH) 
255S SHVMARO OAK Bl \10 .....-: 
T~SS1:E, FlORIDA :n399-2100 ~No Comment 
(860) "14-0SSO (SO 994-6580) u Comment Anacneo 
!MOJ414.Q4r11 n NotAwf!Ceble 

From: 
Division/Bureau: 

Reviewer: 

Date: 

B • 20 

Feclerol Conclot9ncy 

~o CommenVCoiUII•tent 
U Conslat.niiCotnmenl$ ~1\W 
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Gail A. Cannody 
Attention: Mary J"liuiga 
US Fish and Wildlife Service 
1601 Ball>oa Avenue 
Panama c;ry. Florida 32405 

July 30. 2003 

Subject: lntecchange Improvement<:_ US 98 (SR 30) at the Entrance to Hurlburt 
Field 

Dear Ms. Miuiga: 

On behalf of Okaloosa County, Public Works Department. HDR is acting as environtnental 
consultant for the above refe.-.:oced project design. We are seeking your concurrence that tl>is 
projec~ located in Okaloosa County, (}'igures I i.'l< 2) will have no effcot on any endangered, 
threatened .. or candidate species proposed for listing as determined based on a review of the 
provided information and your records. 

The purpo-se of t:be study is to examine various in terchange alternatives to improve the US 98 
Hurlburt 'Field entrance, to provide an adequate traffic level of service in the future and to reduce 
response tJmes lor personnel living off bose. (Figure 3 shows the Preferred Altemotive). The 
study is being conducted in cooperation wirb the Florida Deparunent of Transportation (FOOT) 
and the USAF, Hurlbutt Field Command. 

All factors reloted to the design and faciliry location are being considered includin8 alternative 
designs, transportation needs, social impacts. economic factors, environmental impacts and 
engineering analysis. it is likely thllt the study will lead to subsequent projoct design and 
coustnJction phases. 

FNAI and H11rlburt AFB database searches indicate several species occurrences along a 0.5 -mile 
radius of llhe project area (See FNAI Figure). Tbe potential construction lin>it:s are shown by the 
highlighted roadway. These impact:s will be limited. to immediately adjacent to the existing right· 
of-way. The larger construction orea will be immediately adjacent to the US 98 and Cody Avenue 
interchange (Figure 3) . Based on ~>e lack of speci-es within the irnrnedia.te interchange limits, we 
have concluded t:hat construction is unlikely to adversely affcot any listed species. 

Your review ond concurrence with these tindings wiU be greatly appreciated. Should you have 
any questions or comments concerning tbe proposed pr0ject., please do not hesitate to call me in 
Pensacola at (850) 432--6800. 

;;;;~ 
M.ick Garren 
Environmental Scientist 

HDR Engi neetriing. Inc. 

Employa& Ownftd 

700 South P~lafox Street 
Sulte 200 
Pensacola, Florida 
32501·5958 

B • 21 

Telephonl) 
850 432-6800 
Fax 
850 432-8010 
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Jeb Bush 
Govemor 

Mr. Philip Pruitt 
16CES/CEV 

Department of 

Environmental Protection 
Marjory Ston~man Oougfas Building 

3900 Commonwealth Boulevard 
Tollahasse<l. Florida 32399-3000 

November 26, 2003 

415 Independence Road 
Hurlbutt Field, Florida 32544-5244 

David 8. Suuhs 
Secretary 

RE: U.S. Department of the Air Force and Department of Transportation - Draft 
Environmemal Assessment (EA) -US 98 (SR 30) at rhe Entrance to Hurlburt Field 
PD&E Study - Okaloosa County, Florid". 
SAl : FL20031 0034120C 

Dear Mr. P·ruitt: 

The Florida State Clearinghouse. pursuant to Presidential Executive Order 12372. 
Gubernatorial Executive Order 95-359, the Coastal Zone Management Act, 16 U.S.C §§1451-
1464. as amended. and the National Environmerrtai Policy Act, 42 U.S.C. §§ 4321,4331-4335, 
434 I -4347, as amended, has coordinated the rc.vi.ew of the above-referenced draft Environmental 
Assessment (EA). 

The Department or Environmental Protection (DEP), North•vest District staff. notes that 
the proposed project will affect wetlands: thus a we!land~ resource penn it wi II be required prior 
to undertaking the proposed work. Please also note that Hurlburt staff should ensure that the 
proposed project is not located within the conservation easemem granted to t11e Department over 
several thousand acres of wetlands on the Hurlburt property. The proposed scope of the project 
also necessitates treatment of runoti associated with the increased impervious area created by the 
interchru1ge. Three permitted stonnwater ponds are located on the south side of US 98 in the 
vicinity of uhe proposed construction, any or all of which could be used to provide stom1water 
treatment. As indicated in the draft EA. a stormwater "banking" system has been established, 
which allows Hwlburt to notify the Department when a project is proposed witbin the ponds' 
drainage basin. giving the size of project for treatment purposes and the before/after "balance" of 
treatment v-olume in the ponds. Presumably, the banking system wiU be used for this project. 
Please contact Mr. Cliff Street at DEP's Northwest District Ofllce for additional information 
about appli.:arion or requirements (8501595-8300•). 

The Department of Transportation (DOT) advises that any work to be accompliished 
within DOT right-of-way will require pem1its from the DOT. For further information, please 
contact Mr. David Johnson, Maintenance Permits Engineer, at (850) 95 1·0500 or by e-mail at 
david.johnson@dot.state.fl.us. 
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Mr. Philip Pruitt 
SAl FL20030034l20C 
Page 2 

Based on tne infonnation contained in the advance notification and tbe enclosed state 
agency comments, the state has detennined that, at this stage, the above-referenced project is 
consistent with the Florida Coastal Management Program (FCMP). However, the applicant is 
required to address the concerns identified by reviewing agency staff. All subsequent 
envirownental documents prepared tor this project must be reviewed to detennine the project's 
continued consistency with the FCMP. Tbe state':s continued concurrence with tl1e project will be 
based, in part, on the adequate resolution of issues identified during this and subsequent reviews. 

Tbrunk you for the opportunity to review this project. If you have any questions regarding 
this letter, please contact Ms. Pauline Blankenship at (850) 245-2163 . 

Sincerely. 

Sally B. Mann, Director 
Office of Intergovernmental Programs 

SBM/pb 

Enclosures 

cc: Mr. Scott Edwards, flo rida Department of State 
Ms. Traci Wallace. Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission 
Mr. Geoffrey Sample, St Johns River Water Management o;strict 
Ms. Barbara Bess, Florida Department of Environmental Protection 

B-27 
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!'age 1 011. 

Florida 
Department of Environmental Protection 

Otstrio: ~aff notes that the: 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT - US 98 (SR 
FON'TR<>Nr'" TO HURLBURT FIELD PD&E STUDY - OKALOOSA 

98 AT HURLBURT FIELD ENTRANCE-

undErtaking the proposed work. 91:ease that a conservation ~asement was granted to the Department over 
thousand acres of wetlancs on !:he Hur1burt property. ttortburt staff sh.o.tld insure that the proposed! P;;:;~~:l<dll 
within tile ~n5"'..Nation easement. The propose:! sccpe of thoe project necesslt.!ti!S treatment of the. n 

the lnc;-eased imper\'ious atea created !Jy the interchange. There ¥e three permitted storrnWater ponds on me soutn 
of US 98 in ttte vid.nity ol the proposed constructieo; any cr al could be used to provi:le Sl):mnwater quality treatment 

in the Orbrt EA.. a s!Xlrrmvater 'banking" system has teen estab!lshed. which allows H!#lbutt to t'IOtify the 
IID<;partmE"' when a project Is pc<lposed w!thfn the panels' <!rllinllge baSin, gMtlg lt!t" si~ d project for treatment pu~es 

befofe,laner "balance~ Of treatment WJI\J'l'le fil the pond's. The banking system Yoill presumabt'y be used for this 

'http://tlbora6.dep,state.fl.uslcJearingbouselagency/M~;.~, o~?~h;ps_project_id~2370J 

B-28 
11/17/2003 
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For more information please contact the Clearinghouse Office at: 

AGENCY CONTACT AND COORDINATOR (SCH) 
3900 COMMONWEALTH BOULEVARD MS-47 
TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-3000 
TELEPHONE: (850) 245-2161 
FAX: {850) 245-2190 

Visit the CleannghQIJse Home Page to que.y other projects. 

Copyright and Disclaimer 
Privacy Statement 

bttp://tlhora6.dep.state.ll.us/clearingbouselagency'~-'·-- --~·'tips_project id=2370! 
B·29 -

Page2of2 

11/1712003 
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WIRPC WEST FLORIDA REGIONAL PLANNING COUNCIL 
Post omce sox 9759 • 3435 North 12"' Avenue • PensaOOia, Aorida 32513-9759 

wrnRoeJ-c.ooa. Phone (850) 595·8910 • SIC 695-8910 • (800) 224-8914 • Fax (850) 59.5-11967 

-
Codt 1'aylor l.de:.d< 

Exf!Ctlth·e Dirl'£t or (..."hlllfrmttq 

Sydncy J ... r r.,. 
YIC'4!..Chllfrm.:tn 

FAX TR.ANSJVIITT AL (S) Total #of Pages (including cover) 1 

TO: STATE CLEARINGHOUSE • FAX: (850) 245·21.901(850) 245-2189 
Phone: 850·Z4S·2161 

DATE: Octol>cr l 5. 2003 

FROM: Terry Joseph, Intergovernm¢ntal Review Coordinator 
. Extension 206 

josepht@wfrpc.dst.fl.us 

SUBJECT: State Oearlngbouse Review($) F:~.x Transmittnls: 

SAiil Projecl Description RPCP. 

FJ.:2003!0034 !WC Dcpaitlllent of rllo Air Farce ond O(ponment ofTnmsportndon ""conducting o 
r.r<>J«t dcvolopmcnt and cnvlronmcnwl (l'O&:ll) swdy to e.omlnc v:rioas 
Interchange >h<motivc• ot d1e US 98/SR 30 IIA!!ce,<s to .Hurlb•-rt Field. Plorldo. 

0629-lO.-OS-2003 

FJ.:2003!C07<11 ooc EPA - Poc.: Prop<rty Flnooco Au~•ority, U!c, i< >PJ>I)ing for • lo.•n tltrouah <he SR388·10·ll-200J 
Sute Rev~rving Fund. ror tM (uadJns of St'Yer21 miSC'. w:I.'J~WIUc:r projects. 

X J r.:o Ccm>ments - G:ne.ally consistent whh the WFSRPP 

I Comments Auached 

lfyrm /Jave ar.y questions, p/11a:1e ct!ll. 

', " ... SO"Ying J~mbJ.,, Sont:t RllS:Q, Oktllooa, Wlllkln, U. 
B-30 

:ton Oxrndtt nDd thdr rmmtclpo!Stic:t ... " 
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COUNTY: OKALOOSA 
f>Al - V~F -~crt 

RECEIVED 
DAT£:' 9/3012003 

COMMENTS DUE DATE: l0/3012003 

;)Ot>~-&81/ 
OCT 2 8 2003 

CLEARANCE DUE DATE: Ll/2912003 

OlP/OLGA SAl #: FL20031~034120C 
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REFERENCE SAl# FL200204171839C 

WATERMNGMNT. 
DISTRJCTS 

ORJDA W 
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"•""'"""'~"'';' DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE ANO 
J.~tda-alA,s.lsh .. ICt: to Sbte or l,..ocul (;'Ol'f rnmetu(IS CFk 930.Swbp:m OEPARTME'NT OF TRANSPORT A TfON - DRAFT 
f'l. ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT· US 98 (SR 30} 
"etncle$ :ue r<quin'iS to ~·:llua~t.· ttl~ t<~osts:ttncy ot th~:at:thi(y. AT THE ENTRANCE TO HURLBURT FlELD PD&E 

X Oincl Feder:. l :\Cti~ lry liS c~ ?30. Sabpllrt C). Ftder.d .AKWdU .,.. .STUDY - OKALOOSA COUNTY f LORIDA. 
1-equin:d to rurnish .11 <Ous:is-lt!)(y <fttermlnadon fort.heS,nre's 
~ru:a,-,:eu:t or ob jeclfon, 

Ourei' Cotulntntlll Sllelf txplot:uioll, Dfl..-JI)JHII<.,tor ProtfuttiO~t 

nccM tlcs (I$ em ?JO. S•bpan £). OptrfiiOI"Silrt l'fquittll '0 f)fO\Idto Jl 
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fcdcrnl l,.irensi• v. o r Ptt'nlittln: :\t,Mty (IS Cf"lt 93(1, Subpart 0). Such 
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ua.to;ou$ Stlllt li<tn.se or perntii. 

To: F lorida State Clearinghouse EO. 12372/NEPA Federal Consistency 
AGENCY CONTACT AND COORDINATOR (SCH) rv<.::. lvilo Comroent!Conslstent 
3900 COMMONWEALTH BOULEVARD MS-47 ' ·. No Comment . 
TALLAHASSEE, FlORIDA 32399·3000 I Comment Attache<! I Conststent/Comments Attached 
TELEPHONE: (850)245·2161 C N . I Inconsistent/Comments Attached · 
FAX: (850) 245.2190 - ' 01 Apphcablc I Not A~~litilllle ~ 3; 

'vision of Historical Resources ~ ,, 
From: 01 f H'storic Preservation ~ ·'"'-

Divis ion/Bureau: _ Bu_re~U\ 0 1
J /; .. J~ :_.~~-;.~-~: .:6 _jt_i~~-2~~ 

Reviewer: ~·~""""> ~. -· .-&.;-· .::r···- '=' .. -
Date: \IH.l-o'3 /P.n!P?J ~ <~8 

~h /~ o ~ . 
U1 g 
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IT 

ibc ;nudaed GJX'IIroeot rtqu;lm a Co•st•l Zon~ 1\'l:IIIHI~mwl AcL'f'!orid~t 'l"&ect Descrjp_tion~ 
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.a~:~n lnti)UUIAtr, l!«nst or p.,-~pl,f. ,............ !J 1 

1//)e 16/J?j'-' ~ Z ;/J..-"'-'"'''~- {/,!!L ·;&nlwait .;,jJ.J,_[ 
To: Florid" State Clearinghouse EO. 12372/NEPA Federal Consistency 

AGENCY CONTACT AND COORDfNA TOR (SCH) / I No Commeor/Consislent 
3900 COMMONWEALTH BOULEVARD MS-47 rc-l<fO Commen1 
TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-3000 r Comment Attached 
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United States Department of the Interior 

Mr. Philip Pruitt 
16CES/CEV 
415 Independence Road 

FISH AND WIL[)LJFE SERVICE 
fitld Office 

1601 Balboa A~·t.nut 

Panamn Cit)', FL 3Z40S· 3721 

Tel: (850) 769-0552 
Fax: (850) 763-2177 

December 3, 2003 

Hurlburt Fie.ld, .florida 32544-5244 

Dear 11-fr. Pruitt: 

Re: FWS No. 4-P-02- 169 
Hurlburt Field Interchange 
US 98 and Cody Avenue 
Okaloosa County, Florida 

Thank you for providing a copy of the September 2003, draft environmental assessment (EA) for 
the work referenced above, and requesting Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) review of the 
project, This response is provided in accordance with provisions of the Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act ( 48 Stat. 40 I, a.~ amended; 16 U. S.C. 661 et seq.) and Section 7 of the 
Endangered Species Act (Act) of 1973 , as amended ( 16 U.S. C. 1531 et seq.). 

The project is undergoing a Project Development and Environmental (PD&E) Study bO detennine 
the feasibil.ity of reconstructing the interchange at the main gate to Hurlburt Field on US 98 and · 
Cody Avenue. The EA was prepared to analyze potential environmental effects of the proposed 
action, three alternative actions, and the no-build alternative. The proposed action would require 
constructi.on on 4.9 acres of federally own.ed property at Hurlburt Field. 

EndanQered Species Act 
The proposed action and the described alternative actions are not likely to adversely affect 
resources protected by the Act. This finding fulfills Ehe requirements of the Act. 

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 
The proposed action would result in impacts to 2 .096 acres of wetlands. These wetlands include 
several types and are described as palustrine forested, e-stuarine emergem, and palustrine 
emergent. ApprmcimaEely 0.98 acre of the impacts would be temporary - resulting from an access 
road for routing traffic during: construction. Temporary impacts would be restored after 
construction is completed. We are available to assist you in evaluating potential effects of a 
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project on wetlands during pre-proje(:t planning. In general, we fe(:Ommend that wetland impacts 
be avoided and minimized to the extent practicabie, and unavoidable impacts be compensated with 
appropriate mitigation mea.~ures. Enclosed are guidelines to assist you in this process. 

Thank you for pcoviding us with the opponuniry to comment on this project. Please contact 
Mary Mittiga of this office at extension 236 for additional. information and coordinatiolll. 

Enclosure: 

Sincerely yours, 

Lrrf fa~p!¢J 
. Gail A. Carmody (} 

Project Leader 

Panama City Field Office Wetland Mitigation Guidelines 

cc: 
HDR, Inc., Pensacola, FL (Howard Danley, Mick Garrett) 
Okaloosa County Public Works, Crestview, FL (Danielle Slaterpryce) 
USACE, l'ensacola, FL (CiifPayne) 
NMFS, Panama City Beach, FL (Mark Thompson) 
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tJ. S. P:ISll AHD lfiiJlLD'E SERVl:CE 
PANAMA c:r.t'Y P'lJl:LD OPP:I:CE -

Re c ommended Elements tor Riti qation Plana 

March 4 , 1996 

A alitigation plan should use appropriate namtiva and aravillqs 
to tully acidreao the proposed actions. The plan should be 
sufficiently ac:=ata, clear, datail.IICI, and speci.tic: torr a qanC'.{ 
review and .tor p-rsonnal to WJB on s ita. as inatruations to 
impl oment the intended mitiqatian. Plan elements sbould include, 
but are not limited to the tol~.owing: 

2 . c onceptual description of the ovaral.l llliti.qation pl.an, 
including the identification o.t aitiqation qoals and 
objectives, and the datinition of criteria tor success, 

3. compariaon of the following features of the aft acted wetland 
versus the proposed lllitiqatian area: biol oqiC!ll 
col!llliUJ'lities, e levations, b;ydroloqy, soils a.nd acreage, 

4. .identification ot adjacnnt biol ogical co-unities and land 
use patterno, 

S. quantified justification. !or the proposed a.craaqe, 

6. aaterials , methods, and personnel. to be used to achieve 
intended c onditions ot topQqraphy, hyaroloqy, soils, a.nd 
biological communities, 

7. implemenbtion schedule, 

a. 10onitorinq s cneme; includinq schedule, personnel, and 
duration, 

9. measures t o correct anti cipated problems, a.nd contingency 
plans by which equivalant mitigation would ba completed it 
the proposed mitigation tails, 

10. schedule t or written r epor""-S tor au.blllisaion to the corps of 
Engineer3 and the Fish and lfildl.Ua Se.r.rica that 
quantitatively and thoroug~y daacriba progress towards 
success, raaults .of monitorinq, and effectiveness o£ 
solutions to prob~ems , 

u. a leqaily binding co1ll.llli tment by the applic:unt to pe=anently 
protect all lands incl.uded in the plan. 
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